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Ultnied States Department of the Tntenor

BUREAU OF OUTDHOOR RICCHREATION
MID CONTINENT REGION

MAITING ADDRESS: STHERT LOCATHIN:

Posr 0ffws Hox 250087 [HIR (TR

Denver Foederad Contor Lnkewoiel, U forndo

Denvee, Coweada HOZ2E Urieghone 2000 2600

Brigadier General William E,., Read
Division Engineer

Department of the Army

Missouri River Division

Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Cmaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

In response to your request of February 9, 1977, to review the drafr
Technical Report, Appendix I, the draft environmental staftement and
your proposed recommendations on the Missouri River, South Dakota,
Mebraska, North Dakota, and Montana, and a similar request from the
Department of the Interior's Office of Environmental Project Review
to review the draft environmental statement for the Umbrella Study
(ER-77/140), we offer the following comments. These comments are
provided on a. technical assistance basis only and do not constitute
the official views of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation or the
Department of the Interior's position which will he provided during
the formal review process.

Comments on Your Propeosed Recommendations

1.

Since the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act delegated major responsibility
for system management to the Secretary of the Interior, we must
insist that administration of this river resch be accomplished in
consultation with the Secretary of the Interior, if designated
under the above act,

We cannot support a project feature which would eliminate recreation
on 35 miles of river below Garrison and recommend further study of
alternatives.

We cannot agree to 130,000 feet of bank stabilization for the
area being considered for national designation without a rcle in
determining compatibilicy with wild and scenic river designation
and provisions for such modifications as may be necassary to
assure compatibility,
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General Comments — Technical Report, Appendix I, Missouri River,
South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana

szro-Power

The additional hydro-power unit proposed for Fort Peck Dam will have

a significant effect on recreational activities from the dam to a
location approximately 8 miles downstream, Tiie "selected plan” for
this proposal calls for the addition of a rerepulation structure
located approximately 8 miles downstream from the Fort Peck Dam. A
total loss of all recreational activities will occur in this open reach
of the Missouri River. This loss will be quite significant since this
area presently supports heavy recreation use. It alsc appears that
the loss of these existing recreation benefits have not been properly
accounted for in calculating the economic feasibility of this project
feature nor have the losses been reasonably mitigated.

Although mitigative measures for recreation are included in the report,
they need to be strengthened. The report indicates that the recreation
facilities now present below the dam will be moved to an area below

the reregulation structure. There is no mention of when these facilities
will be moved nor where they will be moved to. The report should include
2 map showing what facilities will be lost, where they will be replaced,
and how much time will be required for the redevelopment to take place.

If this proposal is accepted, the recreation facilities that are proposed
beloew the reregulation structure should be completed before work begins
on the reregulation structure, This would avoid a total loss of recrea-
tion opportunities in the area below the dam while the reregulation
structure is being built.

The proposed additional hydro-power units for Garrison Dam will have

a major adverse effect on recreation opportunities from Garrison Dam

to a location approximately 35 miles downstream. Fishing, a major
recreation activity in this 35-mile segment, will be lost., Other
water-related recreation activities in this area will be severely
curtailed due to the water fluctuations. These recreation opportunities
should either be replaced at project expense or the loss accounted for
in the benefit/cost analysis.

Due to the significant loss of recreation opportunities and the adverse
environmental impacts associated with the loss of approximately 35 miles
of natural river, we object to the construction of this project feature
as currently planned.

The Gregory County pumped-storage project located in Lake Francis Casa,
South Dakota, appears to be acceptable both environmentally and recrea-
tionally. Loss of land and effects on water-based recreation appear to
be minimal.
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We are in agreement that additional hydro-power units at Fert Randall
Dam should be deferred. Any additional hydro units at this site ecould
have a severe adverse effect on recreational opportunities,

Bank Stabilization

The selected plan provides for bank protection measures in the reaches
downstream from Fort Peck, Garrisom, Oahe, Fort Randall, and Cavins
Point Dam in furtherance of congressional expressions in the 1974

and 1976 Water Resources Development Acts, Sectioms 32 and 161,
respectively. The objective of the plan is to prevent loss of valley
lands by protecting the high river banks, while leaving the river
environment between the high banks in its present condition with no
loss in water area.

Concerning the reach below Cavins Point Dam, the statemeat is made

that only bank stabilization structures ". . . that demonstrate no or
insignificant adverse aesthetic and biological effects will be used

to protect the high bank lands in this river reach." We concur with

this objective, However, this objective should not only relate to

the reach below Gavins Point Dam but to all bank stabilization structures
proposed for the entire Missouri River as called for in this Teport.

We are pleased to see that river access for recreation will be
incorporated into the bank protection program. As noted in an earlier
section, the State Comprehensive Cutdoor Recreation Plans {SCORP's)

of Nebraska and South Dakota have identified the need for additional
recreation river access throughout the open reaches of the river.

A vigorous attempt should be made to seek out non-Federal SpPONSOrs

for these needed sites in accordance with Public Law 89-72, the Federal
Water Project Recreation Act. Funding assistance for recreation
enhancement can also be obtained by the State through the Land and
Water Conservation Fund on a 50/50 matching basis.

On-Site Rearing Ponds

The selected plan calls for Federal construction together with neighboring
forage base development of nine-acre on-site fish rearing ponds at
scven locations on Lake Oahe and five on Lake Trancis Case for northern

pike propagation,

This plan appears to be acceptable both envirenmentally and recreationally.
Care should be taken so that there are adequate recreational facilities

to accommodate the anticipated numbers of pecple who will use the main-
stem lakes if this program is as successful as anticipated. A paragraph
should be included in this plan to show that the anticipated recreational
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demands can be met with existing facilities. If these demands cannot
be met, then additional developments should be included as part of
this plan.

Reach Designation Under Naticnal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

The selected plan proposes that the reach from Gavins Peint Dam to
Ponca State Park be designated as a component of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System and be classified as a ''recreational' river.

As noted in an earlier chapter of this study, the Bureau of Outdcor
Recreation has aided the Corps of Engineers in developing this proposal.
Inclusion of this segment in the National Wild and Scenic River System
will preserve the free-flowing values of the river and provide future
generations with an opportunity to enjoy the values associated with
this remaining free~flowing segment of the Missouri River.

Included in the National River Designation proposal is the development

of 130,000 linear feet of "soft" or aesthetically sensitive bank stabili-
zation structures (23 percent of the present bank line) that will contain
the river between the present high banks. We believe that the preservation
afforded by bank stabilization structures that are compatible with
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides the best
overall solution to the problems and opportunities of this essentially
natural and important reach of the river. Therefore, we are in agreement
with this proposal. However, we recommend that construction of these
stabilization structures be staged in such a manner that a determination
can be made that the structures will in fact be compatible with wild

and scenic river designation before the total stabilization program is
completed.

Specific Comments

Page A-9, 4th line from top - Should read ". . . designation as a
component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (P,L. 90-542)."

Page C-28, paragraph 71 - Here the statements are made that "Reduction

in lake surface at Fort Peck, Lake Sakakawea, Lake Oahe, and Lake Francis
Case should have little overall effect on public recreation opportunities"
and "there should be little overall loss of public use.” We do not
believe these statements accurately reflect the impacts at Lake Oahe,
where the upper end of the lake would move approximately 50 miles below
Bismarck, North Dakota, leaving General Sibley Park and the Hazelton

and Fort Rice Public Use Areas at some distance from the reservoir.

We also believe that more information should be provided on the feasi-
bility of and needs associated with retaining the above recreation areas,
developing replacement facilities on the shortened resarveir, and
extending existing boat ramps and swimming beaches.
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Page C-44, top line - All but the lower 17 miles . . . to end of
paragraph shiould be delered. It should read, "The segment from Tort
Benton 149 miles downstream to Robinson Bridge, & segment known as

the Missouri Brcaks, has been designated as a component of the Nationmal
Wild and Scenic Rivers System (P.L. 94-486), The Bureau of Land
Management will be the principal managing agency."

Page C-80, paragraph 162 - The first sentence referencing Section 5(d)

of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act should be deleted since neither of

the studies relate to Section 5(d). The upper reach was studied under
Section 5(2), and the previous study of the reach below Gavins Point

Dam was done under general investigations., Also, line 4 - Sentence
should read, "As mentioned in paragraph 106, a reach in the upper end

of the study area has been designated as a component of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. This reach, known as the Missouri Breaks,
was designated by P,L. 94-486." 1In line 6, we suggest the wording

be changed to "in an unpublished 1971 report ., . . ."

Pages C-79 through C-164 - A paragraph should be added: The Nebraska
Game and Parks Ccemmission at their meeting of January 14, 1977, adopted
a2 resolution which relates to the Missouri River from the Fort Randall
Dam to the mouth of the Niobrara River. This resolution urges the
inclusion of this reach of river in the study category, Section 5(aj),
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for possible future designation as

a scenic or recreationm river,

Page D-22, paragraph 80 ~ We prefer use of the reworded and expanded
version of the "No Federal Action' material submitted with our Technical
Appendix contribution of January 9. We suggest substitution of all

or part of this revised material.

SECTION D - FORMULATING A PLAN

NO FEDERAL ACTION (Revised)

80, Under six functional categories, this section has identified a
number of possible solutions to problems and needs. 1In addition,

there exists for each of the six the alternative - although in most
cases it is not a solution - of ne Federal action, This alternative
assumes a continuation of current trends in the use and development

{or loss and degradaticrn) of resources, and that no new Federal actions
will be taken as a result of this study.

A determination must be made for each resource categeory as to what
conditions and measurable effects will result from a no Federal action
situation. This makes it possible to establish a baseline from which
to measure impacts of alternatives and of the recommended plan. The
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results of no Federal action will vary: some activities, such as bank
stabilization or national wild, scenic, or recreational river desig=~
nation, appear to require direct Federal involvement or some form of
}oint Federal~State actions. Other activities, such as additional
electrical generation, seem likely to occur with or without Federal
initiative. No Federal accion should not be equated with a continuation
of present conditions for most resource categories., Lack of bank
stabilization, for example, will not preserve the river in its present
state. Rarher, it will preserve a regime of continuing change; and
while the river will remain attractive and natural-appearing in some
respects, unique and valuable islands, sandbars, wooded areas, and
farmlands will be lost,

Page D-54, paragraph 157 - Serious consideration should be given to
better access into the Fort Peck area. Better access could increase
recreation visitation substantially.

Page D-84, paragraph 196 - Recreational Development = Missouri River.
Under this heading an additional alternative (alternative C) should be
included. This alternative should identify the segment of the Missouri
River, Gavins Point to Ponca State Park, as having the potential for
designation, through legislative action, as a National Scenic Riverway
or National River and Recreation Area. Although designation through
this type of legislative action will not associate this segment of the
Migssouri with the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, it still
will preserve this free-flowing segment of the Missouri River for the
benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations. An example
of a National River and Recreation Area can be found in Public Law
93-251, Section 108, which designated the Big South Fork of the
Cumberland River in Xentucky and Tennessee. An example of a National
Scenic Riverway can be found in Public Law 88-~492 whieh designated

the Ozark National Scenic Riverways.

Page D-89, paragraph 197 - In line 6, "Department of Interior" should

be "Department of the Interior." This correction should be made in
several other places in the appendix. There is a problem with the
rationale and completeness of the two sentences starting with "The Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act . . ." on linme 5. We suggest the following wording:
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 90-542) identifies the U.S5. Department
of the Interior and the U.S. Department of Agriculture as the lFederal
departments which will study rivers for their eligibility and proposed
classification under this Act. The secretaries of the two departments
have delegated the responsibilities for such river studies to the

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and the Forest Service respectively,

As described earlier, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation provided

assistance in the study of the Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park

reach of the river. Justification for presenting National Wild, Scenic,
and Recreational River findings and reccommendations in this report,

then, is based on the Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation's involvement and
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the several conpressional mandates that constitute the Corps'
authoricies for this "umbrella" study of the Missouri River. However,
the river could only be recommended f{or desirnatlon under the Wild

and Scenic Rivers Act 1if the reach were found to contain cutstandingly
remarkable natural and cultyral values worthy of preservation under
the terms of the Act. These values were found to be present, and

the river is recommended for appropriate designation and management
under the Recreational River classificatien. This course of action
constituces Plan A,

Page D-90, paragraph 199 - In line 3, "aesthetic" should be "natural."

Page D=91, paragraph 200 - In line 5, we suggest the wording be expanded
to "such as islands and shoreline areas within the high banks ., , ., ."

Also a sentence should be added as follows, "These structures will be
evaluated by a task force composed of representatives of the Corps

of Engineers, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, U,S8. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the States of Nebraska and South Dakota."

Page E-11, paragrapn 20, line 11-16 -~ The amount of prairie land to be
affected by removal of field stone . . . . This amount should be
documented in amount of acreage. Then a comparison should be given

as to amount available vs, amount to be disturbed. The reader then
can determine if this amount is or is not minimal.

Page E-15, paragraph 26 - In lines 9 and 10, we suggest that "demonstrate
no or insignificant adverse aesthetic . ., ," be changed to "that
demonstrate aesthetic and bioclogical effects that are compatible with
National Wild and Scenic River designation will be used » . . ." 1In

the last twe lines on this page, we suggest changing the wording to
"Therefore, any direct environmental effects of the high bank protection
structure that are compatible with National River Designation are
considered to be an acceptable trade-off for gaining protection of

the riverine resources."

Page E-89 - Heading, "Senic," should be "Scenic.”

Page E-92, paragraph 180, line 2 - "Elibility" should be "eligibility."
Page E~97, paragraph 190, line 10 - Delete "probably."”

Page E-106, Table E=15 = Number missing to cerrespond with map. Alsc
"Bishop Marty Rectorv" is in Yankton County, not Clav County. The

correct listing of National Register sites iz as follows:
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S0UTH DAKOTA NEBRASKA

Clay County Dixon County
l. Austin-Whittemore Museum 3. Cook Blacksmith Shop
2. 0ld Main
3. Spirit Mound Cedar County
6. Wiseman Archeological Site
Yankton County 7. Schulte Archeclogical Site

4, Bishop Marty Rectory
Knox County
8. Episcopal Church
9. Congregational Church and Manse
10. Ponca Fort Site

Page E~-10%9, paragraph 212, line 7 - '"Clay County State Park" should
read ""Clay County State Recreation Area."

Page E-110, paragraph 213, line 9 - Same as above (E-109, paragraph 212).

Page E~111, paragraph 219, line 2 - Reference is made to "Appendix A,"
but it is not included. A copy of the appendix is attached and should
be included.

Page E-123, first full paragraph - This paragraph should probably state
that it is assumed the river corridor wiil average approximately one-
quarter mile in width on each side of the river. (This is consonant
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.) Indications of corridor width
and acreage are usually presented in wild and scenic river reports,

Page E~127, paragraph 257, line 5 - Instead of 90 percent, should read
"with slightly more than 90 percent of the . . . ." The reason for this
change is that 90 percent of 750,000 is 675,000.

Page E-132, paragraph 273 - The recreation easement information seems
very precise., Usually, such information is not presented so precisely
in order that landowners do not become prematurely or unnecessarily
concerned and so that precise needs can be determined later, during
the "management planning" period. We suggest the information hcre and
on the maps at the end of the appendix be identified as tentative or
approximate.

Page E-134, paragraph 278, line 5 - A more positive statement should

be made concerning removal of the car bodies and rubble placed along

the river banks. A suggested rewrite follows: "The Corps of Engineers
will initiate action te remove all temporary bank stabilization structures
including car bodies and rubble and establish erosion control measures
that are compatible with National River Designation.” The costs related
to the removal of these temporary strucrures should be included in F-47,
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Page E-134, paragraph 280 - This paragraph should begin with the
following: '"Since the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act vested overall
responsibility for the system to the Secretaries of the Interior

and Agriculture and apparently did not envision management of
Federal rivers by agencies except those in Interior and Agriculture,
the Secretary of the Interior (in this case) will be kept involved.
Therefore, this recommendation to Congress will include and provide
for 'administration by the Secretary of the Army with the advice and
counsel of the Secretary of the Interior.'"

Page E~135, paragraph 282 - First three lines should be deleted.

Page E~136, paragraph 286 - First line should read, "Natiomal

Recreational River." Line three should read, "recreational river."
Draft Environmental Statement for Missouri River,

South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakots, and Montana (ER-77/140)

General Comments

With the exception of a few minor items, the draft EIS has adequately
addressed the environmental concerns of this Bureau.

Specific Comments

The project boundaries encompass Land and Water Conservation Fund
projects, proposed and existing wild and scenic river segments, and
potential national trails. Continued operation and maintenance should
be carried out to protect and enhance these recreation resources. For
your convenlence, we are enclosing a list of State Liaison Officers.
They can be contacted for exact location of projects.

The DES should recognize that a segment of the main stem Missouri
River in Montana has been added to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System. This was authorized by Public Law %4-846, 94th Congress,
October 12, 1976. The segment from Fort Benton 149 miles downstream
to Robinson Bridge, entitled "Missouri Breaks Freeflowing River
Proposal,”" dated October 1975, is to be administered by the Secretary
of the Interior.

Page iii, section 3.a. - The paragraph under the heading Environmental
Impacts should be rewritten for clarity. Examples: First sentence -
include losses associated with each segment of river; Fort Peck (26
acres), Garrison (60 acres), Cahe (2 acres), Fort Randall (24 acres),
and Gavins Point Dam (160 acres). Second sentence - stabilization

of the high riverbanks along the valley lands will reduce risks to
dwellings, outbuildings, and lands under cultivarion.
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Page vi, paragraph 3, Designation and Development of Recreational
River - This paragraph should include an additional alternative
(Alternative C) concerning the potential for designation, through
legislative action, as a national scenic riverway or national river
and recreation area.

Page V, section b, paragraph 1, Bank Protection - Instead of saying,
"Conversion of some river fringe woodland to cultivate crops . . .,"
the approximately acreage should be identified.

Page I-29, paragraph 1.56 - The first sentence is awkward and should
be rewritten. Line 10 - Delete "near pristine."

Page IV, Beneficial Effects of National Recreation River - A sentence
should be added, most likely in 4.15, noting the removal of junk ecar
bodies and rubble associated with temporary bank stabilizarion measures.

Page V-1 through V-3, Probable Adverse Envirunmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided - Throughout this section there is a need to quantify
elements of the environmental effects, i.e., approximate amount of
woodland that will be converted to cultivation, acreage that will be
required for rock harvesting and quarries, size of the embayment that
will be destroyed by the Gregory County project, etc.

Page VI-12, paragraph 6.40 - A sentence should be added, "Although
Alternmative C (National Scenic Riverway or National River and Recreation
Area) would also protect the river and its environment, Plan A was
chosen since this segment of the Missouri River was found to qualify

as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.'

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on these draft
documents. We trust these comments will assist you in finalizing the
subject documents. If we can be of additional assistance, please feel
free to call upon us,.

Sincerely,

220y
Cﬁfzi: ;?%Dg:)€t£11fxxa_\_ﬁﬁh

CE’V Derrell P. Thoumpson
Enclosure Regional Director

ce: National Park Service, Owmaha
Fish and Wildlife Service, Denver
State Liaison Officers, South
Dakota and Nebraska
Paul Harley, Missouri Basin Commission
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GERCAy

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU O#F RECLAMATION
Upper Missouri Region
P.O. Box 2553
Billings, Montana 59103

e FER 0 415/160 AR 2 8 1977

Brig. Gen. William E. Read
Division Engineer

Attention: MRDED-TM

Missouri River Division

Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the draft report,
Upper Missouri River Umbrella Study, and the accompanying draft
environmental impact statement. The Bureau of Reclamation testified

in favor of the proposed hydropeaking additions at Fort Peck and
Garrison as well as comstruction of the Gregory County pumped storage
facilities at the recently held public meetings. The demand for
hydropeaking resources in our marketing area is expected to increase

as the availability of nonreplaceable oil and gas resources for genera-
tion purposes continues to decline. Our preference customers as well
as agrea investor-owned utilities have indicated considerable interest
in the schedule and allocation of the additional peaking power. Many
have expressed disappointment with the completion schedules shown in
vour repor:. We share this concern and recommend serious consideration
be given to accelerating the design and construction schedule with

the earliest possibie in-service date.

Although we have made no specific inquiries for pump-back energy

for the Gregory County pumped storage project, we are not anticipating
any difficulty in arranging for the necessary energy to meet the normal
pumping cyecle indicated in your report. The MARCA area has adequate
fossil or nuclear base load units to provide economic pumping capacity
without depending on higher cost generation. Addition of the off-peak
pumping load should in fact help alleviate system operating problems
during light load periods caused by the inability to cycle large thermal
units. Peaking gemeraticn slsoc provides the means to shift pearing
energy away from more costly nonreplaceable fuels.

Preliminary transmission studies have been conducted in order to
tentatively identify transmission requirements associated with the
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new generation additions. The several corridors mentioned in the
report under transmission facilities still seem applicable. In all
probability, not all these lines would be constructed. We intend to
work very closely with other arca utilities in defining the final
additiens and promote joint construction wherever possible to reduce
costs and environmental impacts. For your information, we have
enclosed separate comments which gencrally address the various
expected environmental impacts associated with 345-kv steel tower
transmission lines, and some mitigating measures used by the Burcau

of Reclamation for transmission line construction. The impacts are
very general and would apply to most steecl tower lines. Additiounal
impacts applicable for each corridor would also apply. Right-of-way
requirements for 230-kv steel tower lines would be about 20 percent
less than that for a 3453-kv line. Other than right-cf-way requiremencts,
impacts for 230-kv lines would be about the same as those described
for 345-kv lines. You may wish to incorporate these comments into
your draft environmental statement. Once we have finalized the Lrans-
mission additions, individual impact statements will be prepared for
each specific line in compliance with Federal regulations.

We expect opportunities for joint participation in transmission
facilities to present themselves prior to the anticipated generation
completion schedules. Whenever possible, it would be to the benefit
of the Federal Government to participate in plans consistent with our
requirements. Such an opportunity may be the construction of a single
EHV line with capacity for the additional Federal generation in lieu
of later constructioa of multiple lower voltage lines. To allow us
this planning flexibility, we recommend the Corps request for authori-
zation include funding for the asscciated transmission.

Based on the expected investment and favcrable marketing conditionms,
we anticipate no difficulty in meeting the required 50-year repayment
crireria. Once the exact comstruction schedule and marketing plan
are finalized, detailed power repayment studies can be conducted

to determine the required power rates.

Specific Comments on the Draft Impact Statement:

Summary - Hydropower - Garrison - The 190 acres of woodland habitat
lost would be a permanent loss. Although it would only occcur once,
the term "one-time loss" could be misleading.

- Alternatives - A summary of the reasons for not discussing
the "no action" alternative (paragraphs 1.20 and 6.13) should be
included.

Page 1-7 - It would be helpful if the overall plan for bank erosion
protection included an indication of the relative magnitude of rhe
project; e.g., a table giving length of riverbank protection vs.
total riverbank per reach.
Appendix 2
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Page I-15 - A figure showing the proposed reregulating dam and rescervair,
Scout and Duck Islands, and other features such as wildlife habictat
that would be lost would help elarily the Furt Peck propusal.

Page 1-21 - paragraph 1.38 - Purchase of 285 acres of existing woodland
will only result in transfer of the land to public ownership. It

does nothing to create new habitat to replace the 190 acres lost.

This also applies to paragraph 1.31.

Page I1I-1 - paragraph 2.0l - Line 10 beginning with "which is eastern
Montana . . ." should be changed to reac ". . -, in eastern Montana,

North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, western Hinnesota, and western

Iowa."

Page II-10 - paragraph 2.24 - The State of North Dakota considers
the blue sucker as endangered while the pallid sturgeon, blackchin
shiner, flathead catfish, and trout-perch are considered rare. The
blue sucker and flathead catfish reportedly occur in Lake Sakakawea.
In addition, the pallid sturgeon has been recommended for inclusion
in the Federal Endangered Species List. (See Umbrella Study, page
B-63)

Page IV~l - In addition to the impacts listed, it appears that 108 acres
of land will be flooded to make the rearing ponds and additional acreage
would be disturbed to provide space for equipment (i.e., hatchery
trailers).

Page IV-5 - paragraph 4.03 - Thig paragraph appears to be contradictory.
Here and in other places (i.e., page IV-1), it is stated that major

or principal sources of sediment would be eliminated and turbidicy
reduced. Here, however, it is stated that the turbidity change would
be insignificant. "Insignificant" would seem to contradict "major"

and "principal."

Page IV-6 - paragraph 4.07 - With a good cold water fishery established
below the dam, we question the beneficial aspect of encouraging
additional warm water species at the exper.se, it seems, of the cold
water species. In addition, how can this paragraph be resolved with
paragraph 4.28 which states tihat there will be a reduction in fish
populations?

Page IV~8 - paragraph 4.18 - Any losses of existing woodland would
have a major impact on wildlife.

Page IV-8 - paragraph 4.19 - Since the Missouri Breaks timber is
valuable to the wildlife that depend on it, it appears contradictory
to conclude that harvesting of rock, with related disturbance to
ground cover, is not to be coasidered significant.

Appendix 2
13




Page IV-17 - paragraph 4.43 - This paragraph is unclear regarding the
presence of prairie dog towns on the site. If they are present as
indicated, the statement that there would be no effect on black-footed
ferret requires further explanation.

Page IV-23 - paragraph 4.65 - Considering the approximately 7,400 circuit
miles of Federal Transmission in the Upper Missouri Region, we question
whether "substantial” additions will be required in comparison to

the 80-percent increase in generating capacity.

Page IV-23 - The proposed transmission corridors listed should also
include outlet lines from the Augary County site to Fort Randall.

The fellowing comments are on the draft "Umbrella" study:

Page C~16 - paragraph 44 - The reduction by 2 MAF in ultimate irriga-
tion depletion is probably nested in the economics of development
as well as lack of suppiy.

Page C-17 - paragraph 45 - The last line implies difficulty in justi-
fication of Federal irrigation due primarily to WRC guidelines.
Undoubtedly other problems like interest rates, farm prices, etc.,
should be notad.

Page C-26 - paragraph 65 - The percentage reduction in flow may be
somewhat misleading. The actual depletion may be more meaningful.

Page C-30 - paragraph 76 - The SRF projections for 2000 is 14.7 MAF
according to our data.

Page C-40 - paragrapn 97 - The paragraph deals with marketing policies.
It should be noted that industrial water is the topic. The MOU "and
extension" should be noted, with a date of May 1, 1977. The issue of
"acceptability to all concerned” of selling storage space or water
should be included. "Ability and willingness to pay" should be added.

Page C-45 - paragraph 113 - line 5 - Change proposed to potential,
Line 9 add "and distributed by canals and laterals'" after “released."
Line 13 replace "not firm” with "the early 1980's." Line 16 repliacc
"three-fourths" with "most." Line 17 should read "maximum diversion,
at ultimate stage development, is expected to average 2.6 million
acre-feet per year."

Page C-46 - paragraph 115 - line 7 - The value should be 444,400 AF,

Line 8 should read "ultimate stage development plans for irrigacion
1]

Page C-47 - paragraph 118 - line 9 - In addition to Helena Valley
(20,000 AC) service is also provided to East Bench and Crow Creek
by exchange.
Appendix 2
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Page D-98 - paragraph 208 - 1lne 6 - Notes the existence of "a well
documented information base" is ncted. This posliion would scom
extremely strong in view of the comparison of presentiy irrigated
acres, present depletions, and futurc projected depletions as
expressed in the framework study, the WRC State Regional Futures,
the MRBC's Modified Central Case, and the USBR Rate and Repayment

studies.

Page E-30 - Suggest the word "potential" before oil-fired and include
the words "and other types of'" after oil-fired.

Page E-123 - penultimate paragraph - Add "below Canyon Ferry Reservoir"

after impoundments.
~ A0
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RoBer? D. NoPHald

Enclosure

cc: Director, Office of Environmental Project Review, Office of the
Secretary, Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 20240
Commissioner, Attention: 150 (610 via faxogram)
(w/cy. of encl. to ea.)
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Transmission Line Impacts

Construction Activities

Field construction of cach liune would require about 2 years for
completion of the line. During the Z-yea: period there would be
construction activity somewhiere along the zlinement, within the

right-of-way.

The first activities would be to imstall gutes on existing fences
crossed by the linc. and remove trees and bushes that would inter-
fere with the transmissicn line. Preconstiuction survey crews thoen
follow, preceding by 2 to 3 days crews excvating tower footings,
Crews excavating tower footings can complete about 10 sites per day.
After excavation, concrete for the tower footiugs is placed at the
rate of 10 towvers per day until around December 1 when winter halcs
concrete operations. Footings for about 95 miles of line can be
completed the first season.

In the fall, prior to winter shutdown on cuucrete operations, steel
for the structures would begin to arrive and would be hauled to the
tower sites.

Ground assembly of the towers would begin when cold weather stops
concrete placing. As many as 7 crews would be used to assemble

about 35 towers per week. Following tower assembly, erection crews
would set the towers on the fcotings at the same rate. Ground
assembly and erection would continue through the winter until! resump-
tion of concrete operations in the spring. About 60 to 70 miles of
towers would be assembled and erected during the winter. Tower
ground assembly and erection would continue in the spring, and the
concrete operstions would be resumed.

Conductor stringing would start in the spring. The stringing operation
consists of four phases, stringing conducto-s and overhead ground
wires, sagging, clipping in (permanent tie ‘o insulators), and clieanup.

Tension stringing methods would be utilized to install the conductors
and overhead ground wires. Onc or twe trucks drive down the line and
lay out pulling lines (ropes) which are placed in pullevs meounted on
the towers. In turn, pulling cables (steel) are pulled through the
pulleys. The pulling cables are used to pull che conductors under
tension., Heavy equipment nced not move f{rom tower to tower. As many
as 17 to 18 pieces of construction equipment would be located at each
end of the stringing operacion. From 10,000 to 15,000 feet of con-
ductor would be installed on each pull. Stringing crews would complete
about 7 miles of line per week. For steel structure J45-kv transmission
lines, approximately 4,660 tons of steel would be used in comstructien
of 100 miles of transmission line along with 2,090 tons of conducter,
295 tons of overhead ground wire, and ©,160 cubic yards of zoncrete.

]
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Environmental Impacts Associated with Steel Tower 34 5-kv Transmission
Lines

1. Land Use Changes
An area ot about 1,980 acres would be requ.red for ripht-of-way 1or
100 miles or 345-kv transmission line. Abtout 22 acres of farm ang

rangeland weuld be taken out of agricultural production for structures
for cach 1CJ miles of transmission lince. An arca of 10 to 15 acres
would also ce required for terminal facilitics at caeh end of the

line. Existing uses are expected to continue in the line ripht=o-way
except for roe area taken up by the structures hemsolves,  Structures
constructed in cultivated arcas would be rrovided with minipm fog

extensions of 15 feet so that land under . he structures could be
cultivated and utilized as farm land.

2. Disturbances to the Landscape

Disturbanca+ to the landscape would occur Juring censtruction of the
transmissier line. During construction, right-of-way clearing,
construction sites, arcess rcads, and scars, such as tire tracks,
account for the major impacts to the landscape because of the dig-
turbance to trees, ground cover, the potential for erosion and modifi-
cation to the farm land. During the field construction period, there
would be intermittent vehicle travel somew lere along the zlinement.
This travel would be restricted to a path within the right~of-wav

for almost the entire length of line. The major construction activites
are excavation and placing concrete for foutings, ground asscmbly and
erection of rtree]l Structures, and stringig conductors. At times
this construction activity could be spread cur over 3 10- to 12-nile
area. Construction activities for each phase, footings, stecl or
stringing in a particular area could be complete in about 2 weeks’
time.

3. Visual 5L ffects

The transmiscion line and Structures woulc be introduced to a farm
landscape and would'be visible for about ¢/ miles from each highwav
crossing. The line would also be visible Jrom some possible recreation
areas in the vicinity of the line. 1t would not be feasible (o

shicld the towers [rom vicw of travelers ou the various highways
crossed by the line.

Addition of transmission lines will increase the visual impact of
multiple transmission lines near line terminal substaticns, There will
also be an increased visual impact at the ,ine terminals as a resuir

of expansiocn of existing substations for 345-kv vards or development

of new substations where requived.
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4, Effccts on Vegetation

Some clearing of trees and brush will be required within the trans-
missiou line right-of-way. The normal mothod of clearing is manual
removal with a saw or chainsaw. Where rocoessary for vehiele travel,
a 15-foot-wide strip is clearcd. Trees wre triummed to provide a
tree-to-conductor eleetrical clearance of 12 fceet under maximum
conductor sag conditions and to allow for counductor side swing undcr
wind couditivns. Under initial sag conditions and a 309 F. ambicut
temperature, the conductor-to-tree clearance would he about 25 fect
plus an allowance for 10 years of tree growth. The height indicated
applics to trees within a 57%-foot distance on each side of trans-
mission line zenterline.

Trees and branches will be chipped, burned in accordance with state
regulations, or made available to the lanld-wnor for firewoed. Trees
or shrubs which do not interfere with pow.rline maintenance would not
be removed. Very little blow down or parrhing of sheltered crops as
a result of tree removal from shelterbelts is expected.

S. Effects on Wildlife

Construction of transmission facilities will have some impacts on
animals. These impacts will occur primarily through the disturbance
of animals by construction activities and elimination of habitat, such
as areas occupled by tower space.

There would be some loss of bird life as a resuit of collision with
the structurns or cenductors along the line., The extent of losses
cannot be predicted but we believe they would be slight.

Loss of cove. and nesting habitat resulting from tree and brush
removal for the line would result in a proportional decline in small
mammal and bird populations. The loss fron these particular projects
is expected to be small in comparison with the total amount of such
habitat available in the immediate vicinit. of the projects, but
cumulative losses are significant. The Bureau of Reclamation has
7,400 miles of transmission line in the Upper Missouri Region.
Right-ofi-way widch varies from 75 feet for 115-kv lines to 175 feet
far 345-kv lines, No data are available on the area considered wildlifr:
habitat for the other lines. Also the type of wildlife habitat would
vary for cach line.

Conductors for 345-kv lines would be about 28.5 feet apart which would
preclude clectrocution of large raptors.

Mitipating Measures and Air and Water Qualitv Aspects

No effect related to air and water quality standards is anticipated.
Federal, State, and local air and water pollution law requirements would
be mect during construction and operation and maintenance.
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At some locatioms, clearing of sheiterbelts or clumps of trees can

be reduced or eliminated entirely. These sites have structures close
enough to the trees so that installation of hipher structures at

these Jocations will permit the line to 20 over the trees and eliminate
clearing or rcduce the clearing ta topping vr trimming only,

Tension stringing methods utilized to install the conductors and
overhead ground wires reduce  the impact of line construciion sinco

heavy equipment does not have Lo move from .tructurce to structurc
along thie cntire length of ripght=ol-way. Striapging cquipment would
be set up at 2- to 3-mile intervals. This stringing techiique alse

allows trees to be trimmed instead of removed and underbrush left

undisturbed. The Dureau does not replace tires cut or removed, but
the landowner is compensated for damages. Compensation pavments can
be used by the landowner to replace trees when and where he desireos.

The proposed rransmission lines would be placed at midsection where
possible as this location would provide the least amount of disturbance
to farming oterations.

All towers are grounded at each leg. To prevent electrification of
fence lines, wood-post fences parallel to ard within 100 feet of the
centerline are grounded at one-eighth-mile intervals and fences with
steel posts are grounded at one-fourth-mile intervals. One grounding
post is used a1t ecach side of the right-of-way for fences crossing under

the line.

Construction apecifications require that the contractor exercise care

in preserving the natural landscape and coniuct his construction opura-
tions so as to prevent any unnecessary destruction, scarring, or defacing
of the natural surroundings. All work areas would be smoothed and

graded to conform to the natural appearance of the landscape, Con-
struction specifications require that unnecessary destruction, damage

or defacing as a result of the contractor's operations be repaired,
replanted, reseeded or otherwise corrected st the contractor's

expense. Very little erosioen resulting frow the effects of construction
is expected. .

Contractors are required to comply with all applicable laws and
regulations, ‘oncerning control of pollution of streams, rescrvoirs,
ground water, or water courses with respect Lo discharge of refuse,
garbage, sewage effluent, industrial waste, mineral salts, or other
pollutants.

Contractors wruld be reguired to comply with all applicable laws and
regulatiens cincerning prevention and con:irol of air pollucion. In
construction activities and operation of equipment, contractors mus-s
use such praccicable methods and devices as are reasonably awviallao..
to control, prevent, and otherwise minimize atmespheric cmissions or

disciharges of air contaminants. The contractors would carrw out
whatever measures are necessary to recuce dust and to prevent dust
Appendix 2
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from their operations from damaging crops, orchards, cultivated fieclds,
and dwellinpgs, or causing a nuisance.

Burning of slash would be permitted only wheu conditions are considercd
favorable {or burning and at locations approved by proper state or

local autiwvitics., ALl burning woutd be so thorouph that the aaterials
are reduced to ashes. 1o lieu of burning, combustible wmaterial mow
be reduced to chips of “inch-muximumn chickness, discributed unitormiy

on the grouwd surface within the right—of-way and mixed with the under-
lying earth so that they would not support combustion.

Areas distuwrhbed during construction will be revegetated consistent
with present land use, Most land required for the right-ei-way ease-
ments could e farmed or pastured after coustruction of the trans-
mission line and terminal facilities. Design, location, clearicg,
and construction of the transmission liue would follow the guidelines
in the Federal Government publications of Jovironmencal Crilerin foc
Electric Troansmission Svstems, Environmun:@i_ﬁuidzbgbk for Construelion,
and the Natjonal Fleciric Safety Code. Wihere river or highway crossings
occur, structures wouid be spaced with loug spans and set back from the
river or highway as far as practicable.

The alinemerc through farms will be as far away from buildings as
reasonable to minimize interference with the farmstead as well as
radio and television interference. Sufficient physical separation
from dwellings would be provided so that ihere would be litgle, if
any, adverse effects on radio or televisiou reception. The conductor
size would also be large enough to minimize interference with radio
or television reception.
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United States Department of the Interior

BURKAL OF RECLAMATION
Upper Missouri Region
P.O. Box 2553
Billings, Montana 59103

620
MAR 30 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos
Chief, Planning Division

Corps of Engineers

Missouri River Division
Attention: MRDPD-ER

P. 0. Box 103, Downcown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr, Karabatsos:

In reference to your March 24, 1977, letter requesting our
assistance in developing a response to item 1 of Basin's
March 21 inquiry, we offer the following comments:

"The transmission corridors listed in our draft
environmental statement were identified from
preliminary transmission studies invescigacing

bulk transmission requirements to deliver the
additional hydropeaking capacity for on-peak
conditions, Considering the Proposed operating

rlan for the additional capacity, the preliminary
transmission study assumptions stilj appear valid,
Final transmission studies to define actual system
additions will include both power flow and stabilicy
analysis. Bureau of Reclamation power system planning
engineers are very cognizant of stability considerations
in the North Dakots area and intend to thoroughly
investigate this aspect in order to assure system
integrity is maintained. The final transmission plan
will meet MARCA reliability standards ds prescribed

by the MARcA Design Review Committee. The final plan
will alsoe be Presented to that committee for their
review and approval,"
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We hope the above statement is sati{sfactory. Additional
comments, including & general discussgion of expected
environmental impacts associated with transmission
construction, were furnished wich our March 28, 1977,
letter, If we can be of further assistance, please advise.

Sincerely yours,

L .

ASSI
STany Regional Director
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SLRVICE
MIDWEST REGION
170% JACKSON SIREIT
OMAHA, NEHRASKA BE102

L7619 MWR PL i

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Divisicn

Missouri River Division, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station

Omaha, Nebraska 08101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

In accordance with a memorandum from the Director, 0Officze

of Environmental Project Review, Department of the Interior,
appropriate personnel of the field end central offices of
the Rocky Mountain and Midwest Regions of the National Park
Service have reviewed ycur draft ststement for the Missouri
River, South Dakota, HNebraska, North Dakota, and Montana.
The comments which Tollow do net censtitute official review
by the Department of the Intericr.

Page IV-21, paragraph 4.57: It appears to us that there
could be effects on the cultural resources further down-
stream from the approximately LO-mile reach below the &-
rmile regulation Fort Peck Dam site. Both Fort Union Trading
Post National Eistoric Site and Fort Buford State Historiecal
Site, which are located near the confluence of the Yellowstone
and Missouri Rivers, are in c¢lose rroximity to the current
river channel. It 1s essential, in maintaining the historic
integrity of these sites, that the Fort Feck reregulation
water discharge will not raise above the 1370-foot water
elevaticon at the lccation ¢f the Fort sites.

We are also quite concerned about the effect to the historic
and cultural resources lccated downstream from the Garrison
Dam &as discussed on page IV-22, paragraph L.851. Even thourlh
the draft environmental statement identifies the Knife Fiver
Indian Viliages as a cultural rescurce, 17 doesn't positiveliy
promise protection to the site, but rather it promises to
reccver and preserve the culturael resources.

In this connection, we enclose a copy of review comments
prepared for the draft environmental statement for Misscuri
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River Main Stem System, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakotaz,
Nebraska, and Iowa (ER=-T77/90). You will (ind therein =n
detailed statement of serious guestions about the effects
that the proposed actions may have on the Knife River

Indian Villiages National Historic Site.

Page II-15, Section 2.41 of the draft environmental state-
ment, establishes that the State Historic Preservation
Cfficers in the states affected have been contacted. The
final environmental statement should include copies of
their letters of comment concerning project developments.
There is a need to establish whether the indicated actions
will affect any cultural resource site which may be in the
process of nomination to the National Register of Historice
Places.

Page I-29, Section 1.56, indicates that approximately 60
miles of the Missouri River from Gavins Point Dam to Ponca
State Park is proposed for designation as a Recreation
River under provisions of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542). As such a designated
river, the area involved would be subject to increased
public utilization. Unknown ¢ultural resources may be
damaged or destroyed as a result of greater public access
to the area. Therefore, we reccommend that necessary mitiga-
tion be undertaken to assure protection and enhancement of
affected cultural resources.

In the section on "Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Designation”
on pages I-29 and I-30, it is unclear how the 60-mile reach
of the river will be designated and classified under the
provisions of Public Law 90-542. We recommend that this
discussion, particularly paragraphs 1.56 and 1.5%8, be
quantiried accordingly in the final environmental statement.

The final environmental statement should clarify whether the
750,000 figure stated in Chapter IV, paragraph 4.13, is
estimated to be the apnual or cumulative visitation by 1990.

The reach of the river toc be propocsed for HJational Recreation

River classificat%tion unéder P.L. 90-542 is relatively undeveloped
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from & public use and access standpoint. Even with the
Federal developments propcsed, it would seem that ihe
750,000 visitation has potentiel for significant, if noct
imposing, impacts upon existing state and local recreaticngal
facilities, such as the Cilay County Recreation Area in

Socuth Dakocta and Ponca State Park in Nebraska. Ponca State
Park, for example, provides the nearest motor vehicular
access by Federal and state hignway from the Sioux City,
Iowe, population center.

We recommend that the final statement address the probable
impacts on the state and local recreation areas and their
managing apgencies of the increased visitor use generated
by National Recreational River designation.

The final environmental statement sheould alsc include specific
guidelines for immediate work stoppage, notification of the
appropriate State Histeric Preservation Officer, evaluation

by a professional archeclogist, and excavation, 1if warranted,
in the event unknown cultural resocurce sites are located
during any given coastruction activity.

Apert from Paleo-Indian, Archaic¢ and lste prehistoric sites
which may exist along the Missouri River reaches, other
historic sites of more recent date dc exist. These should

be ldentified, evaluated and the potential impacts upon themn
determined, and the Advisory Council on Histcric Preservation
"Procedures for the Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties” (36 CFR, Part 800) applied as appropriate.

We appreciate the opportunity to review +he draft environ-
mental statement.

Sincerely yours,

Ptopiiy Gl

Merrill D. 3ezl
Regional Director

Enclosure
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United States Departnent of the Interior
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

ABKRIFEN AREA OFFICE
S FOURTH AVENUE S, I
ABFERDENN SOUTH DAKOTA 57401

IN REPI'LY HEFER 10
Environmental
Quality

MAR 24 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos
Chief, Planning Division
U. S. Corps of Engineers
Missouri River Division
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

The Chief, Division of Trust Facilitation for the Bureau of Indian
Affairs by memorandum dated February 15, 1977 has requested this
office to prepare the Bureau's comments on the Jraft Statement
Missouri River, Nebraska, South Dakota, North Dakota and Montana
(ER-77/140). These comments reflect a review conducted by the
Bureau's Billings Area Office also.

1. Our primary concern lies with the minimum flow release figures
from the proposed regulating structure at Fort Peck. Page 1-15,
paragraph 1.27, states that the minimum discharge for the 41 hour
period will be 6,000 c¢fs. This discharge is 1,000 cfs below our
required minimum flow for irrigation.

The Fort Peck Irrigation Project has two pumping units on the

Missouri River. Those pumping units constitute the main water

supply for the irrigation project. The Frazer-Wolf Point Pumping

Unit is Tocated about twelve miles downstream from the Fort Peck

Dam. This pumping unit supplies water to the Frazer-Wolf Point

ang Parcupine Units, containing 15,855 acres. The pumping unit
operates on a seven day week, 24 hour per day schedule, throughout
most of the irrigation season (approximately April 15 to September 15).

With existing channel conditions, the regquired minimum channel

flow of 7,000 cfs is needed to operate the pumping plants. Present
conditions at the puwping station are such that a sand bar is
forming directly in front of t{he pump station intakess, and the
river channel is moving away due to normal streambed erosion. To
insure that adequate water will be available to the pumping station
will require a higher flow than the 6,000 cfs discussed in the
statement.
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2. Appendix 1, plates E-3 and E-4, depict pians for bank protec-
tion at selected downstreaw locations. The plan depicted in

plate E-3 will serve to prevent bank erosion and will favor the
operation of a pumping plant approximately one river mile down-
stream. Plate [-4 shows a proposed bank protection plan that may
prevent the cutting off of a oxbow in the river. [f such preven-
tive action is not taken the city of Poplar, Montana, would Tikely
be removed a substantial distance from the river.

3. In paragraph 1.47 there is contemplated several nine-acre fish
rearing ponds, some are located on the Yankton Indian Reservation
and one on Cheyenne River Recervation. e hiave not received com-
ments from either of the Tribes or Agencies at these locations.
However, site selection will have to be cleared with each Iribe.
As noted in 1.51 there is probably a chance of some part-time
employment for Indian people at these sites.

4. The last sentence in 2.39 anticipates minor effects to cul-
tural resources, we suggest a cultural survey of the affected
Indian reservations be conducted. Paragraph 4.61 indicates
several known cultural resource areas between Garrison and Lake

Oahe.

5. The discussion Cultural Resource Setting, page I1I1-14, is the
only place Indians are directly referred to. Paragraph 2.37
should be rewritten to show Indfans as not being replaced but
rather relocated to established reservations.

6. In Section IV a discussion should be incluced regarding the
cultural, social and economic impacts that would be anticipated

on those reservations that border the Missouri and in the case of
Fort Berthold where the river successfully divides the reservation
into five separate areas.

7. Water depletions from the Missouri River mainstem will be
realized, although comparatively small, the loss will be created

by infiltration and/or evaporation from the reregulation reservoirs,
the Gregory County forebay, and fish rearing ponds.

In summary, as previously stated, these comments do not reflect
tribal input at this time. As their comments are received they
will be consolidated and sent to you. In many cases it has been
noted several Tribes reply directly to the proposing agency
without sending us a copy.
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As this project develops please feel free to contact us if a
problem is encountered. The Bureau is pleased to furnish these
comments for the final impact statement, and appreciate the
opportunity to review the draft environmental statement.

Sincerely yours,

—’A524Qf ,¢// //u Lot

Area D rector’
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FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

REGIONAL OFFICE
Jlst Floor, Federal Buildinag

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinocis 60604

March 17, 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

U. 8. Army Engineers, Missouri River Division
P, 0. Box 103, Downtown Station

Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr, Karabatsos:

This is in reply to your February 7, 1977 request for comments on
the Draft Environmental impact Statement, Missouri River, South Daikota,
Nebraska, North Dakota, and Montana.

The proposed action would involve among other measures: (1) Addi-
tions to the hydroelectric power plants at Fort Peck, Montana, and
Garrison, North Dakotz, and construction of a pumped-storage plant adja-
cent to Lake Francis Case in Gregory County, South Dakota. (2) Bank
protection at selected locations in open river reaches between Fort Peck,
Montana, and Ponca State Park, Nebraska, together with recreation access
at several locations, (3) Designation of the Missouri River between
Gavins Point Dam and Ponca State Park, Nebraska, as a Recreational River
under provisions of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. (4) Con-
struction and operation of on-site northern pike fish rearing ponds adja-
cent to Lakes Oahe and Francis Case, South Dakota, to enhance the fishery
in those lakes.

The following comments, which are of this office and therefore do
not necessarily represent the views of the Federal Power Commission, are
made in accordance with the National Environmental Act of 1969 and the
August 1, 1973 Guidelines of the Council on Environmental Quality, Our
principal concern with the proposed plan relates to possible effects of
such developments on bulk electric power facilities including potential
hydroelectric power development and on natural gas pipeline facilities,

The Montana Power Company has seven developments of Project No. 2188
that are licensed by the Federal Power Commission which are located on the
Missouri River in the portion of the study area from the Great Falls,
Montana area upstream. It does not appear that the actions proposed in
the draft EIS will have any affect on these developments,
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The Nebraska Public Power District was issued an FPC preliminary
permit on March 10, 1975 for the purpose of investigating and developing
material in perfecting an application for licensing a proposed pumped-
storage development in Boyd County, Nebraska.

This proposed 1000 MW plant is located along the Nebraska shoreline
of the Missouri River about 13 miles southeast of Fort Randall dam. This
project would utilize an upper reservoir to be comstructed oa nearby bluffs
and a lower reservoir to be constructed on flood plain land near the
Missouri River, ‘

The proposed development of hydroelectric generating facilities in
the DEIS may have an affect on this project. The increased regional
tourism expected due te the trophy northern pike fishing proposed for
Francis Case Lake and the designation of the stretch of the Missouri River
as & recreation river may alter the recreation use patterns expected at
the recreation sites being planned at the proposed Boyd County pumped-
storage project.

In reference to the designation of the specified reach as a Recrea-
tional River, there may be a potential hydroelectric capacity of 160 MW
and associated generatiom of 700,000 MWh within the reach of the Missouri
River between Yankton, South Dakota and Siocux City, Iowa. Although eco-
nomic and other factors may preclude the development of this potential, it
should be noted that a large portion of the power would be foregone if the
proposed reach is included in the Wild and Scenic River system.

As noted in your report, the Chicago Regional Office of the Federal
Power Commission has confirmed the need for additional generating capacity
and has identified the most probable mnon-Federal method of supplying that
generation, together with the value of its energy and capacity components.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

/// Very truly yours,

I szatd L /V/

Bernard D. Murphy
Regional Engineer

cc: Brig. Gen. William E. Read
District Engineer
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Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

I have received the Draft Environmental Statement for the Missouri River
Operations, and have found the document to be satisfactory in meeting
the spirit and Intent of the National Environmental FPolicy Act of 1969,
with one exception.

The Statement does not discuss the impact of this action on the flood
plain designations and associated land use Implications, pursuant to

the provisions of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. Any changes
to these designations will have a considerable impact to some com-
munities in Iowa and Nebraska, in particular Council Bluffs, Iowa, and
Sioux City, Iowa.

Sincerely,

Environmental Officer
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEI FARE
HECIHON Vili
VLM AL O F ol U DN
1911 ANDO STOUT STREETS

DENVER. COLORADO p??o/z/
80294
Ma rCh 23 [ ]9 77 OF FICE 3 THID HEGGONAL DIREC TOR

Gus J. Karabatsos
Chief, Planning Division
Missouri River Division

- Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omana, Mebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft environmental impact
statement for the Missouri River, South Dakota, Nebraska, MNorth Dakota,
and Montana in compliance with Public Law 91-190, Section 102(2)(C).

It appears that the impacts expected to result from the propesed pro-
ject and reasonable alternatives thereto have been adequately addressed.

Sincerely yours,

VJQ?Qva\fiéf /ﬁ;;/;—‘
N dwin R. LaPedng/

cting Regional Director

ce:
Office of Environmental Affairs
HEW, Washington, D.C.

Council of Environmental Quality
Washington, D.C. (2 copies)
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FRLGION v

FEDERAL BUILDING
80t EAST 12TH GTRLET
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI] 84106

Marcn 31, 1977

Williiam E. Read

Brigadier General, USA

Division Engineer

Missouri River Division

Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha., Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:
Re: Draft Envirconmentzl Impact Statement

Missouri River--South Dakota, Nebraska,
North Dakota, and Montana

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, ENUCATION, AND WELFART

vy Ot
THE FELIONAL NIKHECTOR

Your letter of 9 February 1977 to Mr. Max M. Mills has been referred

to me for reply.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced DEIS

and tc¢ comrent on the action to be taken,

Upon review, there appears to be no apparent impact on the programs

of the Department of Health, Zducation, and Welfare,

Sincerely,

William H. Henderson

Regicnal Environmental Officer
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March 22, 1977

REGION VIH ey By

Mr, Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

This is in response to your draft envirconmental statement on the
Missouri River, South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota and Montana.

We note that your environmental statement does not discuss possible
changes in downstream flood areas, and feel that this area should

be addressed. As you know, this Department's main areas of concern
in responding to a draft environmental statement are (1) the con-
sistency of an action with the comprehensive planning for the area;
and (2) the action's impact on housing, particularly in an urban
environment. Our review indicated that you have adequately addressed
these areas of HUD's jurisdiction as assigned by CEQ.

Sincerely,

Surdaa K. lenda

Robert J. Matuschek
Assistant Regional Administrator
Community Planning and Development
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
Office of DENVER, COLORADO 80225
Chief Intermountain Fileld Operations Center

Morch 22, 1977

Division Engineer

Army Corps of Engineers
Misgsouri River Division
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Sir:

As requested by the Director, Office of Environmental Project Review, De-
partment of the Interio., we have reviewed the Draft Euvironmental State-
mart for the Missouri River - South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and
Montana (ER 77/140), which was prepared by the Corps of Engineers, Missouri
River Division. We offer the following comments:

Page I-15 of the draft environmental statement indicates that the Missouri
River Project would require the acquisition of 1,290 acres near Fort Peck,
Montana. Page I-~23 of the text notes that construction of the Gregory
County pumped-storage facility would require the acgquisition of an ad-
ditional 1,550 acres. The text doesn't say, however, whether mineral eval-
uationsof the land to be purchased have been made., The draft statement
also fails to mention whether any transmission lines or pipelines would
have to be removed or relocated during the course of construction.

Page II-6 of the subject statement states that future demands for Missouri
River water are likely to increase owing to requirements for irrigatien
projects and developing coal resources. The impact that the Missouri

River Project would have on municipal, agricultural, and industrial water
supply should be discussed in greater detail. It is difficult te determine
whether the project would increase or decrease the supply of water avail-
able to agricultural or industrial users. -The statement should clarify

this point.

The statement also should discuss in greater detail the economic benefits
likely to accrue to communities and industries when the project is complete.
Specificnlly, the benefits to be derived from additional hydroelectric
power capacity at Fort Peck, Montana, and Garrison, North Dakota, should be

discussed.
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We also suggest that sentences referring to the harvest ing of quartzlte
and sedimentary rock in the text be reworded to rcad "the minlng of
quartzite and sedimentary rock."

With cthe exception of the points just raised, the information presented in
the draft environmental statement seems adequate.

Sincerely yours,

7 fanit

nd L. Lowrie, Chief
ermountain Field Operations Center
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INCHREPLY HEFERC T

United States Department of the Interior 1793(5-380)

GUREAL OF LANID MANAGEMEN

CENVER SERVL F O NIL e
QENVER FRDERAL CENTER BULL(MNG 50
ER 77/140 OINVIR COLORADO 6025
Division Engineer MAR © 3 1377

Missouri River Divisian

Army Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Sir:

We have been asked to prepare the Bureau of Land Management's comments
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Missouri River,
South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota and Montana. General and specific
comments appear below.

General Comments

Our reviewers found two serious deficiencies in this document:

(1). the net impacts on each environmental component at each project
site were not clearly presented and (2). a discussion of cumulative
effects on the Missouri River system as a whole appears to be lacking.

We feel that the way the impacts chapter is organized may have created

the former problem. When types of impacts are used as major subdivisions,
effects on each environmental component are discussed under several
different headings. Impacts on wildlife, for example, are mentioned in
more than six different sections. Arranging material in this fashion
makes it very difficult for the reader to agrasp ret effects.

Chapter 1
Recreation

Section 1.56: It seems that constructing 5,400 linear feet of revet-
ments and 16,200 linear feet of flow control structures between Gavins
Point and Ponca State Park is inconsistent with the proposal to declare
that reach of the Missouri River a National Recreation River. The Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L. 90-542) states that a recreational river
must be in a "free-flowing condition" (Section 2(b)). “Free-flowing" is
defined in the Act (Section 15(b)) as "existing or flowing in a natural
condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, rip-rapping or
other modification of the waterway."

QOO
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Section 1.59: Both this section and Table 6 mention facilities that will
be developed along the reach proposed as a National Recreation River.
These facilities should be described. What kind of development is pro-
posed? Where is it proposed?

Chapter 1I, Environmental Setting Without the Project

The chapter does not include a sufficient description of climatic factors.
Since the proposed action will bring about changes in fluvial erosion and
sedimentation, data describing the climatic factors that influence these
processes are needed as a basis for impact analysis. We suggest including
the information listed below.

1. A list of the National Weather Service Stations where data
characterizing the region's climate were obtained

2. Typical monthly precipitation totals based on long-term averages
3. The percentage of total precipitation attributable to snowfall

4. Mean monthly minimum and maximum air temperatures for selected
stations

5. Data on the spatial extremes of mean monthly precipitation and
the extreme values of monthly totals over the years of record

Recreation

The document should provide figures quantifyinag visitor participation in
the area's important recreation activities. Without baseline data of
this sort, the impacts of re-requlation dams and river Tevel fluctuations
on fishing, boating, and other activities cannot be analyzed adegquately.

Cultural Resources

Page I]-14: The Corps should expand its account of field inspections
Conducted to determine the nature and extent of cultural resources affected
by the various projects. The section should tell what methods were used

for "physical reconnaissance” and report the results of the field inspections.

Chapter II1, Relationship of the Proposed Action to tand Use Plans

The DES should discuss the proposed project's relationship to any regional
water quality planning that is being carried out pursuant to Section 208

of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-500).
Designated 208 areas should be identified.
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Chapter 1V, Environmental Impacts of the Fropesed Action

Page IV-1: This section mentions changes in turbidity that are expected

to occur because of the proposal. Simply identifying expected changes

in turbidity does not give the reader an adeguate picture of impacts on
river system processes. A discussion of sediment concentration and sediment
discharge in relation to streamflow should be included.

If state standards for turbidity exist, the section shouid relate expectad
changes to these standards.

Recreation

It seems that the reveiments and flow control structures that will be
located in the proposed Naticnal Recreation River wouid visibly alter the
river flow, thereby lessening the visitor's feeling of being on a "free-
flowing river." This effect should be mentioned in the section on adverse
impacts.

Cultural Resources

The environmental statement does not address itself to ways that increased
recreation may impact cultural rescurces. Because increased access to

the proposed hational Recreation River ig being provided such impacts could
reasonably be expected to occur.

Chapter IX, Coordination

Consultation and coordination with local and state officials about planning
pursuant to Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Contro) Act Amend-
ments of 1972 (P.L. 92-500) should be described here.

The section of cultural resources coordination does not include replies
from the State Historic Preservation officers in Nebraska, North Dakota,
and Montana. If no replies were received, the document should say so.

Sincerely yours,

s / p /
." f'- ,;,\. -y K e am— T
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or, Deng@r Service Center
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION . Ny
UN'TED STATES COAST GUARD Y IR FIRTT) (d(_W)

T UMNLY LA WALy L Tidie
VOO HAL

1920 MARRT T 3l

AT QU MO 8303

16004
13 March 1977

BG William E. Read

Division Engineer

Missouri River Division

Corps of Engineers

P. O. Box 103, Downtown Sta.
Omaha, NE 68101

Dear General Read:

The draft report of your investigation of the Upper Missouri River (Umbrella Study)
has been reviewed. Although we have no comments to offer, we appreciate the
opportunity for review.

Sincerely,

RALPH W. H. BARTELS
Commander, U. S. Coast Guard
DOT Member
Missouri River Basin Commission

Copy to:
Mr. Ray Hogrefe, Alternate DOT Member, MRBC
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

February 24, 1977

Brigadier General Wiltliam E, Read
Division Engineer

Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

We have reviewed the Draft Report and Environmental Impact Statement
for the Upper Missouri River Umbreila Study. I feel you have done
& good job of displaying both the beneficial and adverse effects of

the proposals. Therefore, I have no comments or recommendations for

change.

Sincerely,

Benny Martin
State Conse i
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

3 !

. 0. Box JfU, Bosnoman, Moatans SU7LD

Mareh 9, 1977

Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

Missouri River Division, Corps of Engineers
P, 0. Box 103, Downtown Staticn

Cmaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement for Missouri River--
South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana. We find no controversial
items in the statement within the realm of the Soil Conservation
Service's expertise and responsibilities. We find no conflict with

SCS on-going or planned programs or projects.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this preposed
work on the Missouri River.

Sincerely,
J Srfadlotlce

Van K Haderlie
State Conservationist
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Advisory Council on
| listoric Preservarion
1522 K Street N.W

Washington, D.C. 20005

April &, 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Corps of Engineers, Missouri River Division
Department of the Army

P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station

Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

This is in response to your request of February 7, 1977 for comments

on the draft environmental statement for the Missouri River, South

Dakota, Nebraska, North Nakota and Montana. Pursuant to its respon-~
sibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental

Policy Act of 1969, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

has determined that while you have discussed the historical, architectural
and archeological aspects related to the undertaking, the Council needs
additional information tc adequately evaluate the effects on these
cultural resources. Please furnish additional data indicating:

I. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservatjon Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended,
30 Stat. 1320). The Council must have evidence that
the most recent listing of the National Register of
Historic Places has been consulted (see Federal Register,
February 1, 1977, and monthly supplements each first
Tuesday thereafter), that all cultural resources which
will be affected have been professionally identified,
and that either of the following conditions is satisfied:

A. If no property included in or eligible for inclusion
in the National Register is affectad by the project,
the statement must contain an account of steps taken
in compliance with Section 1C6, as amended, and a
comprehensive discussion of the contemplated effects
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Page 2

April 6, 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos
Missouri River

on the property. The '"Procedures for the Protection

of Historic and Cultural Properties' (36 C.F.R. Part 800}
detail the steps a Federal agency must take to determine
effect and comply with Section 106, as amended.

I1. Contact with the State Historic Preservation Officer.

The "Procedures for the Protection of llistoric and Cultural
Properties” (36 C.F.R. Part 800) for compliance with Section
106, as amended, of the National Historic Preservation Act

of 1966 require the Federal agency to demonstrate consultation
with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officers
commensurate with the effect on cultural properties identified.

Should you have any questions or require any additional assistance, please
contact Brit Allan Storey of the Council's Denver staff at P. Q. Box 25085,
Denver, Colorado 80225, or (303) 234-4946, an FIS number.

Sincerely yours

Loufs S. Wall
Assistant Director, Office
of Review and Compliance
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UNITED GTATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20baY

MAR 2 a 1077

William E. Read
Brigadier General, USA
Division Engineer
Department of the Army
Missouri River Division
Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 103

Downtown Station

Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

This is in reply to your letter of February 9, 1977, that transmitted

a draft Appendix 1 of the Technical Report of the Upper Missouri River
Umbrella Study and the associated draft Environmental Impact Statement.
We had earlier separately received the draft EIS from Mr. Karabatsos

of your Planning Division. We prepared comments on the draft EIS and
these are being processed, along with other FRDA staff reviews, through
ERDA's normal EIS review procedures. You should, therefore, be re-
celving those comments shortly through regular channels, However, since
we did not have the draft Appendix 1 report during our earlier review,
I have enclosed a few additional comments on this report that I hope
will be helpful. Due to staff limitations, these are based on only a
brief review.

I would like to specifically mention here that we would certainly suppert
the final recommendation in your draft, namely that Congress urge the
preparation of a water management plan that will resolve Jurisdictional
and other issues surrounding future water use. Bowever, as pointed out

on page C-15, the States appear to be reluctant to engage in such activity
until their own water plans have been updated; it would be of interest for
the report to state what schedules exist for such updating and any encour-
agement (or assistance) from Congress which might be specifically directed
to this problem. We note that page C-39 says that there is enoupgh water
in the main stem so it is probably not necegsary to Iinstitute some broad
systems of priority social preference for water uses; hence, reaching
Federal/state agreement on a management plan should not have that hurdle
to pass and progress should therefore be easier.

uTio)
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william E. Read

Thank you for the opportunity to review these drafts. As you know, ERDA
has a potential interest in the Upper Missouri Basin, with respect o
development of its resources and the protection of 1ts environment.

bl B 2Bl

Walter G. Belter
Assistant Director

for Technology Liaison
Division of Technology Overview

Enclosure;
As stated

¢c: F. Leone, NEPA, w/encl.
J. Neuberger, MRBC, w/encl.
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Comments on Draft Appendix T of Technical Fepeore
3! 2
UMER Umbrella Studv

In general, the treatments of alternatives to the preposed addition
of hvdrepower do not seem acdequatelv handled, whether ore or con.
For example, on page D-20, it is not clear ar all why oil-fired
combustion turtines were considered the most viable thermal-
generaticn alternative retained for further analysis, since much
of today's energy thrust is to convert from oil to coal where
possible and to reduce overall use and impert of oil. Although
such turbines are least expensive in first cost perhaps by 50
percent or so compared to other fossil systems, they may he many
times as costly in generation expense. In addition, note that
page C-23 seems to show that the replacement of anv "lost"” hvdro-
power generation due to depletion (and, bv extension, presumably
alsc any noninstalled capacity might be termed "lost' generation)
is ruch more expensive for combustion turbines than for coal.
Although page D-6 says that combustion turbines are the least cost
alternatives, it is not clear how such a conclusion was reached,
even though there is reference toc apparently considering caly
least "economic" cost,

It appears that the treatment of alternatives needs to be clarified
and that a concept ¢f totzl social cost needs to be made more
explicit. For example, were the possible differences in air=qualicy
impacts considered in choosing between coal-fired and oil-fired
generation., Although such factors might not change the overall
conclusions, they probably still should be specifically included.

Even more broadly, it Is not clear that fossil generaticn vs. hvdro-
power have been treated equally in arriving at the coneclusion that
hydropower is to be preferred. Although the general underlving
premise of the conclusion seems to be that there is plenty of water
in the reservoir systems so why not use it for hvdropower, rather
than just spill it, one might wonder whether a full consideration

of the eventual worth of water upstream of the two dams (say, for
irrigation) might not make it more advisable to not release this
water for hvdropower but to keep it upstream; if this concept of
eventual future, location-dependent worth of water were to be found
tc have any validity, then the possibilitv of instead using fossil
generatien (with once-through cooling) upstream with use of outfall
water for agriculture might appear more attractive. For full- and
even—handed treatment, it seems the draft should discuss such
consideraticns. One might note that page C-32 states that, ir terms
of water depleticn for other uses, thermal generation is 6000 times
as effective as hvdropower for each water unit depleted: one could
wonder why this argument might not alsc apply in some measure to
water depleted for hydropower itself. As it now stands, the proposed
additional hydropower might appear to a skeptic tc have been an a
pricri conclusion without much adversary argument.
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In general, the proposed added 450MW of hydropower at Ft. Pack and
Garrison do not seem to be well related to specific demand growth.
Page C-77 says that 37,500MW of new capacity will be needed in the
next 20 vears and page D-20 indicates that these two new plants are
targeted bv FPC for loads in the mid 1980's. Where are these loads
specifically expected to arise; if conceatrated, would they be better
served by a fossil plant near the load than hydropower peossibly
generated at a distance. What are the existing plans for new capacity
referred to on page C-78 and how do the hydropower additiens fit inte
those scheduled additions vs. proiected demand. The report should
discuss this matter of "need for hydropower' more theroughly and on

5 time/need basis.

Page C-82 lists comments made by public participants. It would be
helpful if some sort of tabulation cculd be prepared to make specific
statements concerning how the selected plan responds (or does net) to
the concerns of local pecple. This same displav technique should te
applied to all the comments of other agencies in reviewing the plan:
although other appendices contain the detailed agency responses, a
sumraty table should be included in this drafe.

Page C-5 - This accurately states that FWCPA of 1972 now covers all
U.S. waters (not just navigable) but we understand that legislaticr
has been introduced in Congress to return to the former definiticm

of covered areas.

Since page C-79 indicates fossil power generation will be abcut 60
percent of the reglonal total by 1985, it is not clear why page

C-6 (#19) does not include their once-through cooling as a significant
nonconsumptive use.

Page C-18 (#47) says the systems can tolerate {i.e., maintain 6000

CFS at Gavins Point) an ll-year drought with reduction of naturzl
vields to 16.3 million acre-feet per year. It is not clear whether
this refers to equal yields every year at the drought level, or

to an average vield of 16.3 MAF. We note that page B-7 {#14) cites
historic arnual low flow of 10.6 MAF. Paragraph #48 further says that
sustained upstream uses in excess of 16.3 MAF cannot be tolerated with-
out additicnal storage capacity. The text should clarify whether the
system can indeed tolerate a year or more of the lowest flow,
particularly if the system "tolerance” depends on having water available
for upstream (i{.e., location-dependent) uses as well as the downstream
requirement ¢f a minimum of 6C0C CFS at Gavins Foint. The questicen of
location dependence seems important with respect to whether the 3 Matl
presumably potentially available for industrial (and energy) use
(i.e., the 16 MAF minus all other projected uses) could indeed be
avaiiable every vear for energy develcpment (it It was decided to sc
market). TIf not, what is the reliable water supply number in years of
lowest flow.
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10.

1l.

12.

Page C-19 (#50) - We agree that 10000 AF/yr. is a conservative

gpper limit for high-BTU gasification processes; some more advanced
designs with special (dry) cooling arrangements have been estimated
to need as low as 4300 AF/yr. Some wet-cooling processes also go as
low as 7400 AF/yr. On the other hand, some coal liquifaction process
might be substantially higher: estimates from 13000 to 30000 AF/vr.
exist for different plant designs; solvent refined ccal process
estimates, however, range from 2000 to 5500 AF/vr,

Page C~19 (#52) - The 14000 AF/yr. consumption for a half-million
people looks low, even though quoted from the NGP study.

Page C-22 (#58) - It is not clear how (or whv) reservoir levels would
remain essentially unchanged during maximum drought and still supply
all necessary uses. Additional discussion would be helpful to explain
the "less water in less water out' operating principle in terms of
supplying needs in drought years.

Page C-40 (#97) - This should be updated to reflect the current
negotiativns to extend the MOU (currently to May 1977).

Page 7 of the draft "Recommendations." Since no specific needs to
acquire Indian lands have been so far identified, perhaps it would
be better not to raise the issue of federal acquisition at this
time since the Indian attitude could be that the iand would neot be
available for sale at any price or for Federal preemption and
unnecessary opposition might be raised.
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John W. Neuberger
Chairmran

Fl [ - - —— - . -
I\HSSO“I’I ﬂl‘!ﬂ!‘ EGSIH Cﬂﬁl.nl},Slﬂn Archie D. Cheisoth, Minnesata
Vica-Charrnan
Suite 403 & 10050 Regency Circie # Omehs, Nebresus 08114 K
3 “A Presigential Sl.ie-Federal River Basin Commission”

March 23, 1977

Brig. Gen. William T. Read
Dept. of Army Member, MRBC
Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Dewntoun Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68iCL

Dear General Read:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your draft report on
the Upper Missouri River (Umbrella Study), the draft Envitroomental Impact Scatement
and the draft of your proposed racommendations.

Although there appear to be some areaa of contention remaining, which are to be
expected considering the nature of the proposals and recommendations, you aad your
staff are to be complimented on the extensive coordination with Federal and Scate
agencies, and others, conducted during the scudy.

A8 you know, we are in the process of preparisg MRBC's [irst-cut CCJP for the
Missouri River Basin. The staff has reviewed your proposed recommendations to deter-
mine if there are any conflicts with the draft CCJP recommendations and the following
comments are furnished for your further consideration.

With reference to the propesed bank ecabilizacion werk in the Fort Randall Dam-
Niobraras River reach, the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission has proposed a wild and
scendc river study of that same area.

The report on Status of Electric Power in the Missouri River Basin, dated
October, 1976, published by MRBG, lists several scheduled or pianned steam generation
plants in tha river reach below Garrison Dam. Although your report appendix E dis-
cusses existing intakes locaced in this area, it appears that scme additlonal discus—
sion pertaining to future thermal plants to be located in this area would be appropriate.

In addition to thess formal comments, I am enclosing some MRBC staff review
comments which may be useful to your staff in finalizing the report aad EIS. They are
enclosed only for chat purpose.

I

.

Sincerely,

John W. Nauberger
JWN:ls _ . Chairman

IS,
Enclosute COMMISSION MEMBERS

Colarade; lowa; Kansas; Mirmesoia: Missouri; Mongana; Nehraska, North Dakota; South Dakoos vyaming: Deparement of Sgrirel.
twre: Departinent of the Army; Depurtment of Commerce; Lincrgy Rricarch and Developriene Adminiseretion; Faviremenregd Pros
tection dgancy; Federal Power Commsuon: Depurtment of Hralth, Education and Welfuse (epurtment af Howusing amd Urban

Develupment: Department of the Interior; Department of Trarpewtation; Yelowstone River Compuet Caommission: Big blue River
Compact Adinirmistration.
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Hydropcwer addition at Garrison ~ As indicated by material presented in the
repert and EIS, it is not clear why fish and wildiife interests appear to
favor a no regulation concept for hydropeaking flows at Garrison, rather
than rcregulation structure. Superficially it appears they prefer aquatic
losses to terrestrial ones, due to concerns that the terrestrial values of
the Riverdale Game Management Area would be severely affected. Alternative
ways to mitigate or teduce terrestrial effects by the rereguiation concept,
such as relocation of the area, or to installaticn of drains might be dis-
cussed. A preference to aquatic degradation (rather than terrestrial) is
difficult to understand as the existing stream fishery would likely benefit
greatly from the plan element to enhance fisheries at Lake Oahe.

Bank Stabilization - The EIS notes that bank stabilirzation in the Garrison

reach will cause some possible adverse indirect effects on bottomland forests
as forests are cleared for pastures or installation of irrigation systems.
This appears likely as 4 center pivot installations were noted or the fiood-
plain in the Square Butte area, and rapild scanning of aerial photos in the
Garrison to Bismarck reach, indicated that over l,300 acreas of forests, wood-
lands, or wetlands could be converted behind the existing ard proposed bank
stabilization sites. Since river bottoms are the most producrive habitat for
many wildlife species in central North Dakota, and past losses have been severe,
more information on the effect of this plan element on bottomlands, including
likely acreages involved, would be helpful to quantify the extent of adverse
effects on the bottomland habitat,
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United States Department of the Interior
IS AND WILDELFE SERVICE

MAILING ATHIRERS STREET LOUATION

Poxt Officr Buy 2i44h 10597 West Sixth Acenue

Denaer Federal Center Lakewomt, Caoforadi

IN REPLY REFER T3: Denver, Coloraro  H0ZL5 Across From Eoderal! Center
ENV
H iy
AP 211977

Brigadier General William E. Read

Division Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Enqgineers
P, 0. 3ox 103, Downtown Station
Cmaha, Nebraska 68101

Uear Ganeral Read:

This is in response to the memorandum of Oirector Bruce Blanchard,

Office of Environmental Projcct Review, dated Fcbruary 9, 1977, requesting
our review and comment on your Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Misscuri River, South Dakota, Mebraska, Horth Dakota, 'Montana

(ER 77/14C). These comments are provided on a technical assisvance

pasis only and do not constiftute the official views of the U. S. Fish

and Wildlife Service or tne Department of the Interior's position which
will be provided during the formal review process.

General Comments

Approximately 1.2 million acres of iand and irreplaceable river bottom
habitat have been lost as the resulf of inundation by the six main

stem reservoirs. Of the original 1,039 miles of Missouri River befween
For+ Pack, Monfana, and Sioux City, lowa, cnly about 400 miles of

open river remain. An analysis of project features and their relationships
and impacts on fish and wildlife resources of +he remaining porticns

of the Missouri River reveals several areas of major concern.

The anticipated project impacts resulting from The proposed hydropower
peaking operations wi!l seriously degrade the aquatic resources in the
Missouri River in Montana and North Dakota. The statement describes

+wo hydropower alternatives for a 185-megawatt power addition at

For+ Peck Dam: (1) a 185-megawa®t power additicn with a rereguiation

dam 8 miles downstream (Range 4) and (2} a 185-mecawatt addition without
reregulation. A third alternative was identifieg earlier by the Corps

of Engineers and included a i185-mecawa®t power addition with a reregulation
dam 5 miles downstream (Range 3). An analysis of Thess fThree alfernatives
by the Fish and Wildlife Service coneluded that The third alternative
described above had the least initial accumulated effect on fish and
wildiife resources. We recommend that the third alternative be described
and considered in the statementT.
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Analysis of impacts accruing from the selected ziternative of a2 185-
megawatt power addition with 3 rerequiation dam 8 miies downstroeam

(Renge 4) is inadeguate. Data quantifying losses in habitat units

for the selected, as well as other, alternatives were provided tho

Corps of Ungincers by the Fish and Wildlife Service several times

during the pianning process. The tatest update of habitat loes information
for the selected Fort Peck alTernative was inciuded in a let+er dated
January 14, 1977, which quantified losses under two different management
assumptions. This information was not used. We recommend this information
be used. The statement then would more adequately address impacts to

fish and wildlife resources occurring from differing zlternatives |+

losses from al! alternatives were quantified using habitat uni+ evaluations.
The extent that losses witl be reduced by impiementation of mitigation
recommendations could then be addressed in more specific terms, and the
amount of unmitigated losses would be readily apparent. The recommended
plan does not include operation and maintenance monics for reguired
mitigation proposails and leaves an unnecessarily large unmitigated

wildlife hapitat loss,

The proposed additiona! hydropower units for Garrison wjl! have a

major impact on the fishery. The "pike hole" area and the tailrace
fishery will be lost, while a significant reduction in the river fishery
for 30 miles downstream will occur,

Since North Lakota has only about 80 miiles of free-flowing Missouri River
ieft, degradation of 30 +o 40 miles cf the river is = serious impact.

While the Fish and Wildiife Service is not opposed to additionsl hydrcpower
being generated, there are less destructive alternatives that need to be
studied. An alternative such as an of fstream pumpback storage unit may

not only eliminate the adverse environmental effects on the free-flowing
strefches of the Missouri but would diminish the need for bank stabilization.

The conversion of the Riverdale Game Management Area from a woodland

habitat to a marsh-savannah fype will be deftrimental. Wood|ands are a
scarce habitat type in North Dakota. For this reason they provide
unique public values that are not easily replaced. While most other

tracts of woodlands up and down the Missouri are subject to development,
this publicly owned tract can be kept In a natura! state if therc is
no rise in ground-water levels.

The mitigation effort for +he proposec peaking operation described in
the statement will not prevent damages to the operation of the fish
hatchery, in our opinion. OQur hydrologists predict impacts to +he
Nationzl Fish Hatchery to be much more severe Than Those recognized
by the Corps. This was pointed out in previous correspondence to vou.
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These potentials should be specifically addressed in the E15 and ofher
alternatives developcd.

in view of the significant losscs of fish and wildiife rosources and
associated habitat, we oppose the construction of the hydropower features
as currently planned at Fort Peck and Garrison Dams.

The Gregory County pumped-storage project appears to be acceptable from
a fish and wildlife standpoint, provided fish screening-type devices
and proper energy dissipators are used in the afterbay intake area.

We agree that additional hydropower units at Fort Randali Dam should

be deferred. Additiomal units at Randall woul!d have adverse impacts

on fish and wildlife resources equal to or greater than those anticipated
at Fort Peck and Garrison.

The portion of the statement covering bank stabilization neceds Yo be
expanded to include a more detailed analysis of alternatives, and
additional information should be provided on the economic analysis

of this proposal. In past correspondence o you, we agreed To a limited
amount of bank stabilization under the Missouri River Bank Demonstration

and Evaluation preposal. The effect of that experimental bank stabilization

work on fish and wildlife resources should be assessed upon completion
of a limited number of demonstration sites. Until The experimental or
demonstration bank stabilizaticn structures have been evaluated, we
oppose ail bank stabiiization as part of the Missouri River Umbrella
Study.

We recommenced an alfternative to bank stabilization in our letter dated
January 12, 1977. The alfernative, based on acquisition of a buffer
strip in lieu of bank stabilization, is the only assured method for
protecting existing fish and wildliife habitaT along the Missouri River.
|+ also locks to be a more econcmical alternative in many instances.
Bank protection costs range from $50 to $94 per iinear foot according
to the statement. Depending on the type of structure used, an acre
with 400-foot river frontage will cost about $5,000 to 39,400 per acre.
This is several times the value of the land to be protected in most
instances. The Corps of Engineers' cost estimate for bank protection
for 7,680 linear feet of intermittent, composite revetment abutting
the Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge is $585,200. The recent
purchase price (1974) of the 780-acre fee Title fo the lands within
the refuge was $160,000, or abeut 27 percent of the cost To stabiiize

+hese banks. This alternative should be fully discussed in the sTatement.

Acquisition in fee title and/or easements also seems more in keeping with
+he Recreation River concept. The cons+truction of 100,033 linear fsev
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of revetment, 25,580 |inear feoat of hardpoints, 97,200 |incar foet of
low-control structures, and 10,530 linear fee* of vane dikes within the
Gavins Foint Dam to Ponca, Nebraska, reach appears +o be incompatibie
with the concept of a Recrzation River. MosT of the bank stabi!lization
work witl be accomplished in one of +he most pristine reaches of the
Missouri River., The absence of bank protection sTructures in this reach
of river is one important reason for this condition.

The statement indicates declining streamflow, with an "ultimate"
possibility of reducing today's average annual fiow at Sioux City by
more than 40 percent, but concludes +his will not gliminate the need
tor the bank stabilization. The basis for this conclusion is not clear.
It should be substantiateqg.

It is very doubTfui that the benefits stated for *he fish-rearing ponds
will ever be realized. Productivity in these reservoirs is largely
confrolled by water chemistry and regulated by such factors as geographic
location, soils, adjacent vegetal land cover, lard use, and other factors
affecting or characteristic of the ¢rainage basin. During filiing of

the reservoirs, an enriching supply of nutrients provided by leaching
action on newly inundated soils stimulated photosynthetic activity and
Ultimately led to unusualiy high densities of bacteria, benthos, and
plankton. This abundant food supply, combined with the creation of
extensive favorable spawning and nursery habitats (primarity flooded
vegetation) for a number of [ittoral-spawning fishes, resulted in a

very high survival of young, which, in turn, resulTed in a "pepulation
explosion" cf some species. After the initial period of high productivity,
the abundance of the basic food organisms declined as the nutrient supply
was depieted or exhausted, and erosicn, slumping, and siltation destroyed
spawning and nursery habitats of many littoral-dweiting species. As a
result, fish species either disappeared, or their nopulation numbers
declined fo much lower levels, In short, It was the combination of hiah
nutrient input, abundant food supply, inundation of stabie water laveis
during spawning and eariy-life stages, and minima! ercsion and siltation
that resulted in the increased abundance of a number of forage fishes as
well as northern pike.

Water-level fluctuations inherent in the current ang foreseeatle future
water regimen in these two reservoirs are not faveratle to the production
of semiaquatic plants or cther condi+tions favoratle To littoral-dwe!ling
tishes. For example, zresent iittoral conditions in most of the selected
pond sites in Lake Uahe show The continuing destructive effects o wave

. action, wind erosion, siumping, siltation, ancd accompanying turbidiTy.
These interacting forces are not favorable to |itToral ptant establishnment
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and sustained growth. Indeed, neither terrestrial nor semjaguatic
vegetation has developed to any extent anywhere along fThe shore in the
| i+torai zone since attainment of full pool in Lake QOahe nearly 10 years

ago.

Provision of aguatic vegefation will noT ensure increased abundance of
various forage fishes or northern pike. Extensive beds of natural
aquatic and semiaguatic vegetation, for example, have deveioped in
Lake Sharpe where a stable waTer level has been mainTained for over

5 years, yet there has been no upsurge in pooulations of either forage
tishes or any of the principal littoral-spawning species including the
northern pike, buffalocfishes, or carp. Ratner, the overail! abundance
of the forage fishes has declined during This period, and there is no
evidence of recent successful spawning of the norfhern pike.

On a short-term basis (5 years), successful vegetal growth along the
shoreline and littoral can only be expected under tavorable water levels
and if costly cultural techniques - fencing and the application of
inorganic fertilizers - are employed. Studies conducted by the University
of South Dakota indicated that vegetal plots along tne shores cf these
reservoirs were successful only if profected from free-grazing cattle,

and in some locations the application of inorganic fertilizer stimulated
plant growth, On a2 longer-ferm basis, nowever, some cf the embayments
where topography is favorable (gentle slcpes and where sedimentation

has been active) will probably beccme revegetated naturally.

Because of i+s specialized spawning and nursery requirements, the

northern pike virtually disappeared from the Missouri River impoundments
following attainment of a full reserveir system. The development of

climax wallieye populations in five of the six Missouri River impoundments
{sauger predominates in Lewis and Clark take) indicates that, independentiy
of water=-leve! fluctuations, environmental conditicns were favorabie

for these predatory species. Because of the inherent limifed focd

supply, artificial inftroductions of another voracious precator can

only result in reduction in the size and quality of The walleye populations
in Lakes Francis Case and Oahe.

The creation of several subimpoundments or excavated ponds in favorable
locations along all of the reservoirs appears To te the most viable
alfernative To the rearing ponds proposad for Lakes francis Case and Qahe.
The objective of this alternative would be To add 2 variety of fish and
wildlife habitats fto supplement The reservoir sysTem. Two examp les

exist of relatively successful fish and wi!dlife habivaTs that were
croated after closure of the mainstem dams. The TirsT of these, Lake
Yanktcn, is lccated below Gavin's Point Dam, and The second is a marsh
beiow Oahe Dam.
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Lake Yankton provides a variety of fish species for the angler and,

in addition, affords npublic hunting access To waterfow!l concantrations
during the fail., It ulso provides faverabie hatilat for & varicty of
birds and mammais that are eitiher scasona!l or permarent residents.
Several of the prime fish stocks in this subimpsundment are presentl|y
being maintainea ‘through stocking. However, management technigues
could be adopted to assist natural reproduction.

The marsh areca below Oahe Dam supports a greatiy diversified assembiaqe

of fish, birds, mammals, plants, and trees. Northern pike are able to
reproduce in the upper impounded area because of the presence of favorable
semiaquatic vegetation. The marsh is also a primc resting and feeding
ground for migrating waterfowi and a haven for pheasants, deer, and ducks
during storms,

Sites should be limited to those that would fill naturally by runoff,

yet be free of the influx of chemicals or nutrients from agricultural
operations. Areas should be over 20 acres and provide for a diversificd
habitat - trees, shrubs, grasses, aguatic and semiaquatic plants. The
sites must be fenced to exclude cattie and the encrocachment of agricuiture.
The subimpoundments wouid be managed primarily for #ish production, and
The key To the success of This type of habitat management is continued
maintenance of conditions That are in harmony with the basic biological
requirements of the prime species,

A second alternative is to augment the fish forzce base Through
reestablishment of |ittoral vegetation. This is simpiy a modification

of the proposed seeding plan for Lakes Oahe and Francis Case and calls
for the fencing of protected embayments that are known to be productive
fish-spawning and nursery grounds and the seeding and/or sprigging along
The shore during years of low water. Protfected |ittoral areas with some
form of vegetation cor vegetaTive substrate are required for *he successfui
spawning and early~life survival of most of the warm water fishes in the
Missouri River impoundments. G5ites selected for fencing and seeding
should be relatively free of slumping and sedimentation from runcff or
wave action. »Seeding and/or sprigging would be done enly in vears when
low water levels were anticipated so that maximum survival and girowth
could be expected. Sites should not be |imiTed to Lakes Oahe and Francis
Case put ought tc be established wherever and whanover suitatle conditions
exist in alf of the reservoirs.

We recommend consideration of these alternatives.
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Specific Comments
Page iv., Hydropower -~ Garriscn

Ancther sentcnce should be added between the first and Third sentencs,

stating, "Peaking cperations wil! accelerate erosion both in +he channel
and along the streambank.’” The second sentence is misleading. |+ should
be expanded to read, "While the stage fluctuations will alter fish
movement and spawning actions, alfterations will be in the form of
eliminating, inhibiting, or seriousty jeopardizing fish movement and
spawning actions, The net result will be a decrzase of bicmass of
desirable fish due to The increased discharges." The third sentence

shoutd be expanded to include the loss of the tailrace fishery as well.
This paragraph should be expanded to include the impacts on the Garrison
Dam Nationai Fish Hatchery caused by the increase in ground-water ievels.

Fage v, Paragraph b. Adverse Environmental Effects - Hydropower -
Garrison

The third sentence should describe how some fish species unable to
withstand peak- or zero-flow discharges wiil be e!iminated. Overall
degradation should be descrited as it was on page iv under the section
entitied "HBydropower - Garrison."

This section should be expanded to incluce the adverse effects to the
Natieonal Fish Hatchery below Garrison Dam.

Although the reduction in recreation at the Garriscn tailwaters is
estimated, no estimate has been made on *he reduction in the sport
fishery. Although the elimination of the "pike hola" is documented,

its importance to the river fishery, or what kinds of fish are harvested,
needs to be discussed. This section needs fo be expanded +o inciude

the tailrace fishery and to state its contributicns fo the sport fishery
in the rivar.

Page -9, Paragraph 1.12

This paragraph states, "Since the location of the river channel is
extremely variable and peoints of attack on the baniks shift from scason
to season, the plan will be adjusted at *he Time of construction *o
insure compatibility with prevailing fieid conditions." We are not

sure what is meant by ". . . adjusted at the time of construction to
insure compatibiiity with prevailing field conditicns.” Our observation
of structural confrol methods leads us to believe that they ars self-
perpetuating. That is, after cne set of structures ig completed, They
divert fiows fo another area, resulting in new erosion and the need for
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further bank stabiiization. After a set of structures is in place, the
naturai dyramics of the river will change argding pressure points to
portions of Tthe river that had not been stabilized, thoreby creating a
need tTo protect thesc areas and sc on down the system until the entire
river is stabilized.

This possibility should be addressed as well as the iikelihood of piecemea|
bank stabilization l|sading to a totally channeiized river.

Page 1-10, Paragraph 1.13

This paragraph states that, even with reduced flows, bank protection

will be required. However, in view of the magnitude of the reductions,

as ingicated in paragraphs 65 and 63 on Pages C-25 and C-27, respectively,
of the Technical Report, it looks as if bank stabilization would serve

its purpcse for only a short time.

Page |-10, Paragraph 1,17

This paragraph states, "Althcugh personnel of that agency have measured
high bank losses as large as 10 feet of tree-covered, prime eagle-
roosting habitat in one seasen, the U, S. Fish andg Wildlife Service
rrefers bank loss to the stabilization work." OCur {etter of

Janvary 12, 1977, was explicit concerning our position on bank
stapbilization. Qur sTtatement has been +aken out of context. i+ has
not been demonstrated that bank stabilization structures are beneficial
to fish and wiidiife rescurces.

Page 1-21, Paragraph 1.36

This paragraph needs to be expanded to enumerate measures needed +o
compensate for The anticipated impacts that the rise in ground-waver
leveis wil! have on the hatchery and hatchery operations. This should
include such impacts as frost heave on piping systems, inatility of

the ponds ¥o be dried out and disced, poor drainage of ponds, inundation
of portions of the domestic sewer system and all four outside kettles,
and settlement and related material s+resses fo all foundations, piping,
and ofher underground structural components.

Page [-21, Paragraph 1.38

Although this section identifies habitat less, it does not indicets
where tThis erosion will oceur. |t is highiy doub*ful +hat habitat
will be {osT equally along the entire iength of The river. The
gstimation of 285 acres for mitigztion is arbitrary and should be
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dropped until such time that justification for This amount can be
adegquately estabiished.

Page |-23, Paragraph 1.45

No mitigation measuress are recommended for the Gregory County project
except possibly for cultural resources. We recommended that you consider
methods such as screening the penstock area of the afterbay and {ncorpcrate
into your design adequate energy dissipators fto reoduce the force that

will contribute To expected turbidity problems from generating power.

Page |-23, Paragraph 1.47

Some additional information is needed to clarify this paragraph. For

instance, there is no mention of northern pike fingerling size. |If
everything gces right, the 13 ponds may be able fo support 5 million
i-inch fish; however, 6-inch northerns will require many more ponds.
Also, it is goubtful that stocking 5 mitlion fish in the ponds will

produce a fishable population in such a large body of water |ike Oashe.
In any case, it is very unlikely that 180,000 additional fisherman cays

will occur from the stocking., |T is also doubtful that planting seed
will be successful. It is very doubtful, as wel!, that forage base
improvement from planting of 300 acrss of vegetation will eliminate the

need for stocking prey species and provide northern pike with perpetual
forage base. Small vegetated zreas could be created, but their value
Yo the ecosystem is unproven and unknown.

Page 1-15, Paragraph 1.48

In this paragraph it states the anrnual seeding fTask will be the
responsibility of the sponsor., The sponsor should be identified.

Page 11-9, Paragraph Z.21

IT should be noted that a viable population of paddliefish exists betwesn
Gavins Point and Fort Randall Dam and in the river between Gavins Point
and Ponca State Park, according to our Norfthern Rescrvoir Research Team.

Page |i-10, Paragraph 2.23

We disagree with your statement indicating that, for the most part, fish
movement thrcugh dams is insignificant. There is substantial movemant
at ForT Randall during the fali, all year at Gavins Point, and some
movement at all dams.
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Page V-1, 3Bank Protection

Add tc this (ist, "Floodplain development will occur at an even faster
rate on lands adjacent to the Missouri Rivar."

Page |V-2Z. OGarrison

Add to the iist the anticipated adverse impscts caused by 2 rise in
the water table on the Federal Fish Hatchery at Garrison.

Add that future fish populations witl be reduced or climinated for
several fish species.

Page IV-3. Rearing Ponds

We guestion the validity of an increase of 180,C00 fisherman days
annually as a result of the rearing pond seeding plan.

These reservoirs have a good population of walleye, and maybe the
emphasis should be placed on their management potential., It is uniikely
the reservoirs will support both significant walleye and northern pike
populations. It is conceivable that your plan could sustain a northern
pike population within tocalized areas. However, in order to reintroduce
the northern pike in certain areas of the reservoirs, fercing to exciude
livestock grazing and provide watershed protection is essential. We
encourage the Corps to consider fencing out certain embayment areas to
foster the success of the program.

Page IV-5, Paragraph 4.04

We question whefner placement of structures Toral!ling 130,000 linear
feet affecting 23 percent of the present bank line is beneficial, at
least To fish and witdlife. Not until the demonstration projects are
evaluated can the beneficial and adverse effects on fish and wildlife
rescurces be determined.

Page V-6, Paragraph 4.08

This paragraph should be modified *o read, "The Mish and Wildlifr
Service and the North Dakota Came and Fish Departmoent have not been
furnished enough data by the Corps to adequately assess the
reregutation concept.” This entire paragraoh could te moved to the
section on "Deftrimental Effects of Hydropower” since no environmentaily
beneficial effects are presented or documented.
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Page 1V-10, Paragraph 4.22

This paragraph indicates that windrowed rock could become feeding
sites for preodotors and hunting sites for man. The Type of hunting
shculd be specified.

Page |V-12, Paragraph 4.29

The last three sentences should be deleted. It appears to us tThat
benefits ares being claimed for both conditions: a bank-full situaticn
and ar. almost dry-channel situation. Since the proposed flow regime
is a marked departure from a natural river, thesc effects have tTo be
consicered detrimental,

Page V=12, Paragraph 4.30

The sentence "Acquisition of 285 acres of predominantly bottomiand is
recommended by the Corps of Engineers to compensate for fish and
wildlife losses" should be deleted. The Fish and Wildlife Service

has not been furnished data to determine appropriate compensation needs,
and it shculd be so stated.

Page IV¥-21, Paragraph 4.25

The last sentence should be changed to read, "The effect will diminish
with the distance downstream as fluctuations dampen." |+ is not known
what effects this wiil have on pilant communities downstream since data

have not yet been worked up tc substantiate any effects, either way.
Page IV-21, Paragraph 4.60

This section should be clarified since it leads the reader to believe
that a change in habitat from grassland and woodland to one of wetland
and savannah will be good. In this case, a habitat type (woodland)
being replaced by a habitat type (wetland) is not advantageous.

Page |V-23, Paragraph 4.66

This states that "The bureau dces not regard as feasible an in-depth
examination of alternative transmission schemes until the source of
generation has been authorized by Congress." We suggest that the
following statement be added to this paragraph: "The U, S. Fish and
Wildiife Service does not believe hydropower zlternatives can be selecteg
and environmental impacts assessed unTil associated impacts from
transmission |ine construction are znalyzed." Transmission line
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construction could have such sericus impacts combined with the other
as fo make the project environmentally infeasibie.

hyaropower features
Page V=2, Paragraph
This sentence nesds

Hatchery. Althcugh
levels has not been

In view of the adverse impacts on fish and wildlife rescurces and

5.08

To address impacts to Garrison Dam National Fish
scme effects are recognized, the rise in ground-water

addressed.

Summary Comments

2ssociated environmental values, the Fish and Witd]ife Service recommends
Tthat (1) bydropower peaking operations be deleted and less damaging
glternatives such as offstream pumpback storage be considered, (2Z) bank
stabilization measures be deferred untii the effects of the Missouri

River Bank Demonstration and Evaluation have been assessed on al | reaches
of the River including Gavins Point Dam to Ponca, Nebraska, (3) the free=-
flowing portions of the Missouri River in Montana, North Caketa, and

South Dakota be recommended for study as a Naticnal Recrzation River,

and (4) fencing embayment watersheds be considered ins+tead of the proposed
rearing ponds at Oahe and Lake Francis Case.

in summary, it appears that the craft EIS on the Lmbrella Study as
related To the natural environment is inadequate.

It could well

be

that since The Missouri River system is already extensively developed,

The alternative of "do nothing" shouid be seriously consicered.

This

"do nothing" alternative can be further substantiated by future estimates

cf flow depletions in the magnitude of 40 percent.

Rather than new

works that would completely degrade the remaining natural environment
of the Missouri River, efforts could be explored to compensate past
environmental explcitations of the river system.

4

N
ckmsify

Sincerely yours,

Regional Director

Appendix 2
63



S16UXLANDRTERSTATE]] srrereursanDuanninG(Juncn

Appendi_x 2
64

v !2’7., P
—, =
=4 _Srritica
|OX 447
ams INBURANCE EXCHANGE SL0G.
WICIUX SITY, 1QWaA a11a”
TELAPHONE {712) 279- 5INS

April 5, 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos
Chief

Planning Division

Corps of Engineers
Missouri River Divisionm
P. 0. Box 103

Downtowr: Station

Omaha, NE 68101

Re: Umbrella Study
Dear Gus,

The following comments are given in Tesponse 1o the Missouri River Draft
Environmental Statement dared February 7, 1977, and commonly called the
“Missouri River Umbrella Study."

We agree with the bank protecticn measures proposed for the stretch of the
Missouri River Letween Ponca State Park and Yenkton. We believe that
additional protection is neaded en the right bank at Bolton Bend (approximate
mile 764) and in Union County on the left bapk at approximate miles 753 through
755.

We believe that immediate measures should be undertaken to preserve and
protect the remaining woodlands, wetlands and wildlifc areas in this stretch
of the river (both shoreline and island). We agree with the proposal to

designatc this section of the river as a recreation Tiver under provisions
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Additional hydroelectric power generation capacity may be desirable., We
feel that the economic and environmental cost of such additions should be
evaluated and compared with those of coal fircd aiternmatives. Re-regulation
stTuctures should also be completely studied.

All practical measures to retard stream bed degradation should be studied
and implemented. foundary disputes nced to be settled.

A logical high watcr mark that will protect the rtiver's capacity to carry
water durine ficod flows should bg sstablished in conjunction with the
states. This high water mark should be developed utilizing passible flood
conditions from the Missouri River and its tributaries.

Navigation releases should he maintained from Gavins Point Daa. Additional
storage capacity of this mainstem system should be fully investigated.

.
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Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos -
April 5, 1977
Page 2

We suggest that current studies concerning the paddlefish should be
extended through the stretch of the river from Gavins Point Dam to Sioux
City. The impact of snagging on the paddlefisk, flathead vellow catfish,

l We believe that thc paddlefish can be maintained below Gavins Point Dam,
P channe! catfish and blue catfish should be studied.

Immediate efforts should be made to restore, maintain and protect
oxbow and wetland areas.

Sincerely,

7 A
oy

Meisner
Director

' ko
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Semie O MONTANA

. Otfice of lhe Governor

Budget and Program Planning

Capitol Building - Heleno, Montana 59601

March 14, 1977

General William E. Read
Division Engineer

Department of the Army
Missouri River Division

Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

The Starte Clearinghouse has submitted your Draft EIS on the Upper
Missouri River to the appropriate State Agencies. Their comments will
be forwarded directly to you. If you do not receive comments from
these agencies, a positive position may be assumed. The Clearinghouse
does not review impact statements.

Please call 1f you have any questions regarding these procedures.
My telephone number is 406-4469-3616.

Sincerely, M
mrﬂsﬁ/ -

Thomas L. Crosser
TLC:em Clearinghouse Manager
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Thomess L. Judge, Govarnar

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES & CONSERVATION T I .f"'."":""\,r‘”..'ﬁ
; Vg VI

MEMBERE OF THE BOARD - CoraAMAN TEC. WEEDING OR W SON F Coamx § 70 e w
VIQLA MERAK . Wil AM BERTSSRE, DAVIO 5 DRunt. BOY ~UFFMalN CmaRLEs —aom b dle f Wl bef b4 N3
. John C. Orik, Qirecior

e

Fpril 14, 1977

Bricadier General William E. Read
orps of Engineers

Missouri .River Division

P. O. Box 103, Iowntown Station
Omaha, B 65101

Dear General Read:

The enclosed comments pertain to the Qorps of Engineers' Draft Environ-
rmental Impact Statement for the Missouri River Main Stem System, South Dakota,
Nebraska, North Dakota, and Montana., Our comments are direscted to those
activities that directly affect Montana and reflects this agsncy's opinion.
We have reviewed the comrunts sent to you by the Montana Department of Fish
and Game and while we syrpathize with their position we d&o not have the
expertise available to either endorse or repudiate their specific ¢omments.
We do however feel that they have raised some legitimate guastions that need
to be answered before any further steos are taken towards the construoction
phase of the program. It is alse cur opinden that had the state been rore
directly irvolved in the study cr at least informed of the prouress of it
that many of the questions that have surfaced would have besn resolved during
the study rather than after the completion of the draft E.I.S.

We support the concept of the two additional mower gensrating units
totaling 185 megawatt cavacity and the appurtenant rereguiation structure.
Based on the draft report it seems that these are the types of projects that
wili benefit Montana at a2 minimal social and enviromental cos+ to the Fort
Peck area. There are quastions relating to the location and operation of the
reregulation structure, loss of recreation arcass, and mitication programs Zor
the possible loss of the fishery that exists imnadiately selow the existing
dam. As such we will withhold final support pencing ocur review of the final
design plans amd preject's final E.I.8. It is our hope that the afore-
rentioned problems can be satisfactorily resolved and that the progran can
continue towards the completion of the project.

I8 BOUTH EWING, HMELENA, MONTANA S380% (s8] 4ag-a72
4
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Brigadier General William E. Read
April 14, 1977
Page 2

It is this agency's opinion that if the plans of improvement for ercsion
control are authorized for construction, that appropriate cntities of State
Goverment will be willing and akle to enter into appropriate agreaments with the
Federal Gowvernment to comoly with the provisions of local cooperation specified
in the Division Engineer's rerort.

Sincerely,

CHN C. ORTH
DIRECTOR

JCO/OF /i

cc: Lt. Goverror
George MNicholas
Orrin Ferris
Jim Posewitz
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STATE oF PIONTTLATA

¥ ;3 ' . DEFPARTMENT OGF
“P \’:‘ f ’ B M L
\; e : Fismm aND GARMIE

Helena, Montana 59601
April 8, 1877

Brigadier General William E. Read .

Corps of Engineers, Missouri River Division
P.0O. Box 103, Downtown Station

Cmaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

The Montana Department of Fish and Game has previously commented
on the draft environmental impact statement for Missouri River Main Stem
System, South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakocta, Montana (CE January 1977),
as it affects the fish and game resource of this state. Those comments
were presented at a public hearing sponsored by the Corps and held in
Great Falls, Montana July 29, 1876. OCur position on this issue has not
changed since that time.

Our depariment, in continuing in this position, was not insensi-
“ive to the power problems being experienced by cur nation, and did take
cognizance of the project's ensrgy producing potential. We were also
forced to ceonsider past experience with Corps projects and cur dismal
record of achieving concessions, compensation and mitigation related to
fish and wildélife habitat losses occurring on Corps of Engineers' deveiop-
ments. In that context we cannot endorse construction of the reregulating
dam below Fort Peck Reservoir as presently contemplated. Mollification
of this position is contingent upon absolutely guaranteed mitigation of
compensation as an integral part ¢f anv authorization.

Specifically, we offer the following comments on the draft EIS
for Missouri River Main Stem System South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Montana (CE January 1977):

Based on environmental impacts and in line with our major
responsibility to protect, preserve and investigate Montana's wildlife
resource, it is our belief that the proposed project will significantly
impact the fish and wildlife resource, both game and nengame animals in
the area immediately below Fort Peck Dam.

We have evidence to indicate that over 1,000 paddlefish inhabit
the dredge cut area. The lake trout fishery below Fcrt Peck will also
be eliminated, and an important wintering mallard population threatened.
Some valuable pheasant, goose, deer and nonsalmonid fish habitat will be
lcst. We have no option hut to oppose such losses.
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Brigadier General Read ' April &, 1377

Critigue «f the EIS

1.

Page II-9 - "...27 {warm water) species...commcn toO the rivers and
lakes {(in the study reach)...only the mountain sucker is indigenous
to the Missouri River." This statement is not correct. Many more
species are present in Montana alone, and most are indigencus.

Pags II-9 - "...31 fish species occupy Fort Peck Lake...37 species
below (Fort Peck) dam..." Our research has so far disclosed 41
species in Fort Peck ReservoLlr.

page II-9 -~ "...the only known viable population {of paddlefish) ...
occupy Lake Sakakawea and the river reach between the lake and Fort
peck."” In contrast to this statement, shere is an excellent paddle-
fish population in the Missouri system in Fort Peck Reservolir and
the river reach above it. Further, the paddlefish is not on the
decline in Montana, as stated, and we may in fact have the best
quality paddlefish habitat in the entire Missouri River system.

In general, the section pertaining to paddlefish is inadequate. This
species deserves more consideration in the EIS - particularly the
relationship between Garrison Reservoir paddlefish and the Yellowstone
River. No mention is made regarding the unigque bow and arryow fishery
for paddlefish which now exizts in the dredge cuts, an area to be
directly impacted.

Page II-10 - "Northern pike was an abundant and popular large-sized
sport fish in each of the mainstem lakes during the '£filling' years."
confirmed reports of northern pike were not common in Fort Peck
Reservoir until the late 1950's and significant northern pike fishing
did not occur until the 1960's.

rage VvI-1l, 6.03 - Menticn is made of time and effort invested in
evaluating the environmental impacts on the area. This may be true;
however, based on information in this EIS, adequate specific field
research is lacking.

Page VI-14 - "A fishery similar tc that existing below Fort Peck Dam
will develop below the rereg dam." We simply do not believe this is
a true statement. We pelieve the project will eliminate the presant
pacdlefish fishery, and drastically impact the area's lake trout

porulation.

Page IV-l! - "The rereg structure will warm...water from the dam,
encouraging additional f£ish species downstream.” Similar statement
page IV-6. Implied benefits of encouraging additional fish species

pelew the rereg structure due to warming of cold water are guestion-
able. Slight warming may occur late in the week from an enlarged

-:ﬂ\ppend ix 2
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Brigad:er General Read ' hpril 8, 1977

pcol: however, early week cold water éischarges cof high volume will
eause considerable cocling. Thus, disadvantages of these fluctuating
water temperatures would likely be more damaging than any potential
benefit from short-term warming.

8. River fluctuations will not be virtually eliminatzd, as stated.
Page I-15: "The weskend 'sag' from 9,400 cfs to 6,000 cfs will
iower the river stage about 1 foct below the rereg dam." Page IV-1l:
wriver fluctuations as a result of daily power peaking operations
will be virtually eliminated downstream..." Page IV-6: "On weekends
a stage change up to 2-1/2 feet may take olace immediately below the
rereg dam." Information presented appears to be contradictory. If
the 2-1/2 foot stage change is accurate, this will result in fluctua-

tions similar to existing conditions.

We feel the general subject of water-basad recreation within
the project area has been neglected., Many boaters, water skiers,
swimmers and fishermen now using the B-mile stretch of river will move
to the dredge cut area, increasing the conflicts between recreationists.

At present we feel there is a "swimmer itch" problem in the

Fort Peck trout pond (dredge cut trout pond). Thiz could be a problem
for swimmers once the main dredge cut is isolated from the river.

Proposed Mitigation ‘

Should this project be constructed, we suggest the following
measures to minimize the environmental impacts and mitigate for £f£ish and

wildlife losses:

Isolation of the dredge cuts cannot be considered as mitigation.
As stated, this action "will require active fishery management to perpetuate
a viable, useful fishery." When isolated, the dredge cuts will provide
conditions suitable for rough fish species and eliminate desirable species
unigue to the area, such as paddlefish and lake troux,.

1. Page IV-1 states that isolation of the dredge cuts without future :
management would reduce the habitat value Ly 44 percent from the '
present value. However, "with proper management practices it is
reasonable to assume the reduction will be less than 44 percent.”

We thercfore feel additicnal expenses reguired for fish stocking and
chemical rehabilitation management must be included as mitigation in
the project cost.

2. The passage of water into the dredge cut area to be isclated will
allow passage of rough f£ish. The abundance of undesirable species
will hamper efforts to develop and maintain a suitable sport fishery.
To overcome this problem, an effective barrier or water filtering
system that will prevent passage of fish is essential and must be
included in the project design.
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3. No mitigation has been offered for the loss ¢f 8 miles of river,
tailwater, and dredge cut fishery. The construction of boat docks
and ramps, access roads and sanitary facilities at the dredge cuts
and rereg dam cannot be considered mitigation for the fishery loss.
The loss of the existing tailwater fishery for sauger, walleve,

and other species may partially be alleviated by possible concentra-
tions of these species below the reregulation dam, but it is extremely
doubtful lake trout will find conditions suitable for their existence.

We therefore recommend that backwater, pool areas be created below

the rereg stiructure to serve as resting areas for fish. These areas

would help to attract fish and make them available to anglers

throughout the year: otherwise, fishing opportunities may be limited
to seasonal periods of short duration during upstream migration. In

addition, we request mitigation in the form of isplating a &0-surface-
acre segment (Nelson dredge cut) of the lower dredge cuts for fishery

management.

4. In an effort to offset fishery losses projected for 8 miles of river,

we request that the Corps provide fish hatchery and rearing pond
facilities plus annual operational maintenance costs to compensate

losses of walleye, northern pike, lake trout and paddlefish. Inten-

sive stocking of these species will be required in the isolated

segments of the dredge cuts, and increased fish stocking capabilities

are needed for Fort Peck Reservoir and nearby waters as mitigation
for damage to 8 river miles in the rereg pool.

This is gpecifigally not intended to imply we are requesting a fish

hatchery at the Fort Peck site. Hatchery and rearing facilities must

be located and designed with consideration of water supply, water
quality and total energy requirements of such a facility and fish
distribution requirements.

5. Duck Creek Waterfowl Habitat: At the maximum pool elavation of 2039

and with the wide fluctuation of water level up to this elevation,

thers will be substantial bank erosion in the shoreline area between
Duck Creek and the rereg pool. This eventually will destroy the key

hunting area for the mallard population that winters in Duck Creek.
As the pool elevation fluctuates, colder water will be periodically
backed up into Duck Creek. The warm-water environment that makes

this location an important wintering and hunting area for mallards

will be eliminated. The integrity of this critical wintering area
must be retained.

6. Terrestrial Habitat Loss: The loss of approximately 200 acres of
woodland, snhrub-grass and savannah habitat will have a significant
impact on the game and nongame species dependent on those types.

The two game species that will be most adversely affected are white-

tailed deer and pheasants. 1In addition, the accelerated reduction
in size of Scout and Duck Islands will proportionately affect the
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Brigadier General Read April &, 1977

most preferred nestinc habitat of the Canadas goose. These two
islands are probably the key to maintaining a breeding population
of geese, which has only in recent years gained a foothold in the
area.

These losses, in reality, cannot be mitigated. Acquisition of
habitat types of key importance to white-tailed deer and pheasants
should be the first consideration. For whitetails, this is the
bottomland hardwcod type, having a dense overstory of cottonwoods

arnd other tree species and an understory cf various shrubs. For
pheasants, the more open shrub-grass and savannah types are preferred.
Rabitat values in these two types should be enhanced by managing
specifically for wildlife production. It is recommended that pro-
visions be made for acguisition cf wildlife areas on either the
Misscuri or Milk River floodplains.

7. The loss of the island nesting habitat for Canada geese cannot be
mitigated. Compensation for these losses must be the creation of
wzterfowl (particularly Carada goose) habitat capable of sustaining
a comparable level of production.

8. We reguest that the above fish and wildlife mitigation measures he
included in the original funding for this proijcct. Experience has
shown ue that unless fish and wildlife are an original project
purpose, mitigation and compensation are rarely accomplished in a
timely manner - if at all.

BANK PROTECTION WORK - FORT PECK TO GARRISON

From the EIS, the open river distance from Fort Peck to Garrison
is about 190 miles (Ii-4). Erosion of the island banks and valley lands
is now occurring at the rate of about 1 acre per rivermile per year in
this stretch {II-%). The estimated future losses oI river valley high
bank lands in this area are about two-thirds of an acre per mile per year
below (II~7). Bank stabilization work on the river below Fort Peck will
involve five areas totaling 12,810 feet, affecting just over ons-half
percent of the river shoreline (IV-18), This bank protection to be
completed within 5 years {I-10) will cost about 1.6 million in federal
costs (1976 dollars) {(I-11} and about $18,700 in nonfederal costs (I-12;.
The EIS goes on to say that the "most probable futurc" is the constructicn
of stabilization works on all the critically ercding open river reaches
between Fort Peck Dam and Ponca State Park.

Bank protection is not addressed realistically, and some basic
principles of river mechanics have been ignored. The overall treatment
of bank ercsion has becn grossly oversimplified. Protection of isolated
banks will merely transfer accelerated erosion to adjoining banks.
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Brigadier General Read April 8, 1977

Five proposed bank protection sites have been identified in
Montana below Fort Peck; some have merit, others do not. Conditions that
exist at two of these sites are common, and we guestion the basis on
which bank protection sites were selected.

Throughout the report there is a general expression that bank
ercsion and sediment problems will be soived by varicus measures.
Unfortunately, these methods are described as "innovative and unproven,”
which is particularly annoying, since we adamantly oppose any sc¢heme to
under take widespread channel tampering.

It seems, in light of this informaticn, that a more practical,
logical, and far less expensive alternative at this point in time would
he a long-range program to acguire lands being severely eroded or pay the
rancher for land lost to erosion.

We hope the above comments will be of use, and thank you for
the opportunity to review this statement. If you have any guestions,
please feel free to call on us.

Robert F. Wambach
tate Fish and Game Directer

RFW/JAP/sd

cc: Dick Johnson
Jim Liebelt
Lt. Governor Schwinden
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Siafe o Hlonbiog
Offie of ¢he Cavevear

Felean H0001

THOMAS  JUDGE

LOVERMNDH 'JUI}' T‘“, 197()

Mr. Gus J. Karabuatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Axmy

Missouri River fivision, Corps of lingincers
I'. 0. Box L03, Downtown Station

Omaha, Nebrasha 038101

Decar Mr. Karabatsos:

U have been informed by Cary J. Wichs, iirector of the Department
of Natuval Resources und Conservation, of the Corps' new proposal regurd-
ing Fort Peck, as stated in your July 22 letter.

The decision made after the Great Falls hearing to proposce two
generating units and a rerecsulation structurce is to be commended.  The
first part of the proposal means that 1835 megawatts of additional gencrat-
ing capacity will be made available from an existing facility--u policy
this administration has long advocated. The latter should significuntly
reduce irrigation diversion problems and bank crosion that might have
resulted from rapidly fluctuating discharges.

therefore, assuming that no othor major cnvironmental or juris-
dictional problems ure identified, I join the INRSC in support of this
new propesal and stand ready te assist in expediting the studics and
other steps necessary to nove it to the Luplomentation stage.

Best regards.

Sincerely,

C Ao s

ATIRAS L, i
Governor

cc: {onorablie liike Mansfield
Honorable Lee hMetecalf
Honorable John 'lelcher
Mr. Gary J. Wicks, DNREC
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TELE PHONI (AU6G) 2.0 222

March 22, 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Dept. of the Army

Missouri River Div., Corps of Eng.
P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

RE: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement(DEIS) for the
Missouri River - Fort Peck Project.

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

Having reviewed the DEIS, we take this means to express our con-
tinued support for additional power generating capability at the Fort
Peck Project.

However, the planned re-regulatory aspect of the draft does pre-
sent some possible negative environmental effects that need to be off-
set by a positive approach.

We are referring to the fishing in particular and the recreation
in general below the power house location. A positive step would be -
to include, as a part of the initial Fort Peck project addition, a
fish hatchery and adequate rearing ponds. Also, access roads in the
effected area could serve both the general public and maintenance
and/or inspection routes for Project employees.

When practical we strongly encourage measures be instituted, be-
fore initial construction begins, that will insure enhancement of the

effected environmental areas.
Respectfully su‘;l:ted
/jgtv __l,&ﬁxes;

om Markle dent
GLASGOW AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
& AGRICULTURE
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HIGH FLAINS
COUNCIL FOR DISTRICT ONE

DANTELS COUNTY .
PRILLIPS COUNTY R Doug snith
aoosr:vm.-rcgounurzr Imergy Coordinator
SHERIDAN COU 636 2nd Ave. 5.

VALLEY COUNTY
Glasgow, HI 5923

1% lareh 1977

Hr. Gus J. Karabatsos
¢chief, Plai:ing Divigion
Departaent of th: Amy
P.O, Box 103

Dovmtown Stabtion

(malia, Nebraska 68131

Dear Mr. Kzrabatsos: .

I am writing to comuent on your Draf$ Invirommental Impact Statenent for
tha Missouri River. I am concorned madlnly sdth the stavcnent as it applies
to Fort Pecli, howevsr, I llunig iy commonts will be appliz:ible to the other
looations as well.

In reading your statement I noticed that you did not addresa ths offocts

that the projects would have on the nearby commnitios; npecifically in

this arca, Fort Peoek, Glascow, Nashua g “olf Poizs. I feol tiat you

sheuld montion tire size mid compositien of the axpecisd wrk forco regquired
dquring constirustion and tie leagth of timm required for sensiruction.

Also what impacts tids labor forco ill have on tha local comrmnity xmihtiea,
public servicsg, heusing andg retall scrvises. Sites on! details of any
conztructicn camps shiould be :.ncludecl. The nwaber of neople that mey be

hired locally as part of the labor forss as well as tho amount of momey thoy
night be expected to add to the local ocanomy should be .antioned.

Another aspect that I'mn intorested in is the effect thot the added elestrical
generation 1:ill have on the 300,000 asra-foet of smtcr ailezated for
industrial mator mariceting from Port Peck Lake, In the cvant that there is
not encugh irater for all uses, will prioritics be sei as to vwhieh uso is more
irportant? 'hat is the amount of surplus water availabl: am m....lly that can
be uscd for noeak poer gonoratien and wwill “hare be porieds when there won't
be any vater availadble for additional power gemerationt I think your final
statemant caculd address thesec questicna.

Another co-ment I have does not relate to the sontents of the impact stats-
mant bui to the locztion of the hearinss on tha imdaci siatamont and propesod
project. I fael ver strongly tiat the hieapinss shoul. o held in the arez
that i1l be aflceicd, noowly Glasgew, znd not 270 mile: avay in Great Folls.

sincerely,

Douz Srnith
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March 22,

Deneral Read
Migsouri River Nivisicn
forps of Engineers

Omzha, Nebraska 68102

Dear Generul Pead:s

Fort Peck.

e Llhe Fort Teck Dusinessmen want to
to sujcort additional electrical generation at
e weuld like to see the Montana

T

0 on record

Tepartment of Pish and Game be comrencated for

the fishing cnd the fish that would be

this ,roject,
.ponds.

Your perscnal

Sincerely,

Lozt by

Such ag fish hatchery and rearing

: ttention would sincerely be uaj;ireciated.

- M/%/u{%—

llarold

fre

Tresident L

I'ort Teck

——— ",
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Valley County Development Council

Courthause Annex, Room 2
Post Otfics Box 832
Glasgow, Montana 59230

Tel: {406) 228-9389
April 6, 1977

Mr, Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

Missourl River Division, Corps of Engineers
Y,0, Box 103, Downtown Station

Omaho, Nebraska

Uear Mr. Karabatsos:

Enclosed please find the comments of our organization as regards the
Corps of ingineers Draft Environmental Statement on the Missouri River
wnbrella study for increased electrical power generatlon on the system.,
You will note it deals primarily with the Fort Peck portion of the study.

Not included in the comments but of great lmportance, is that this ine
creased electrical capacity should be especlally designed for Montana
markets first. lhe projected needs are adequate to absorb this,

It must be remembered that the benefits accruing from the construction
of the lort Peck Dam and storage reservoir, have fallen primarily to the
downstream states. ‘l'here was considerable sacrifice of good Montana
lands in the project and an additional eight miles of river would be a
portion of this proposal,

in phone contact with your Omaha Otfice, 1 was informed that the dead-
line for receiving comments had been moved to April 11, 1977,

Sincerely,

e

Mansen H. Bailey, Jr,
ixecutive Uirector
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STATEUNT OF THE VALLEY COUNTY DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL, MCNTANA
RELATIVE TO THE U.S. JCRPS, OF ENCINEERS
TRAFT ENVIRCONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON
THE MAIN STEM MISSOURI RIVER (UMBRELLA) STUDY
DATED FEBRUARY 7, 1977

The Division Engineer, Missouri River Divislon, Corps of Engineers,
P.0, Box 103, Downtown Station, Omaha, Nebraska., ATTZNTION: Cus J,
Xarakatos, Chief, Planning Division,

LOCATICON: VYalley County, Montana 1s bordered on the south by the Port

Peck Lake, Dam and the Missouri River, The confluence of the Milk
River with the Mlssouri River, is some § river miles below the Dam.
Fort Peck Dam is 17 miles southeast of Glasgow, tha county seat,

The Yalley County Development Couneil, {VCDC), is an entity of County
government and is designated by the Board of County Commissioners as
the Overall Economic Development Program Committee, The County is a

designated redevelopment area by the U.3. Eccnomic Development
Administration.

BACKGROUND: This organization presented testimony at a federal hearing

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT REPLY:

in Billings, Montana, March 31, 1571, favoring a atudy of the Missouri
River system &3 to the expansicn and conditions of additienal Hydro-
electrical generation on the system, In June of 1676, after a raview'
of the preliminary findings, this council presented testimony at the
Great Falls, Montana hearing, favering addlticnal generation at the

Fort Peck Dam Project, which is of local interest and which this
statement is directed to.

The Valley County Development Council, in
action during a regularly schedulsd meeting, voted in favor of davel-
opment of additional hydro-eleciTical power generation at the Fort
Peck Dam Project. In consideration is the presently cperating power=-
houses No, 1 and No, 2, with five generators on line with an accom-
panying conirel and distribution system and the availability of
additicnal, in place, water centrolled diversion tunnels, all of
which would have a considerable monetary saving over all new
electrical energy and especially the role of dydro-Electrical energy

to meet the peaking load periods of the day, which alsc brings a
premium proce.

AREAS OF CONSIDERATION ¢

(1) Re-regulatory Dam and Contrcl Gatet In both previous VCDC statements
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it was recommendsd that in the planning of such a project, that a rae-
regulatory dam be constructed on the river, below the generating

unita. Due to present downstream river bank erosion, it is falt

the gzreater role hydro-power is and will have in meeting peaking

power needs of electricity, which would greatly increase the fluc-
tuations and amount of discharge during these perieds, the ra-regulatory
dam and control gates would provide a more constant flcw of the
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stream. This is covered in the environmental statement., It is

not shoun or mentioned the type of gate control at the re-regulatery
site. It would be desirel that it would not be a fish tarrier, that
it would pass fish.

Eight Mile Regulatory Pond - In many instances connected With such
projects, there are some losses. In this project, it is mainly
withir the regulation pond. With the wide variances in widih and
depth, it would have an adverse effect on the fishzry, and other
wildlife habitat within the area, These again are covered in the
report, It is the opinicn of a broad representative group, who met
to discuss the project, that in addition to the mitigations mentlioned,
that the following be proposed.

(2} Qontrol Gate Structure Into the Dredgecut Area (Page 1-15}: This
location is at Highway #2493 bridge. The deslgn shouid insure a
fish filter that would not allow fish movement in or cut of the
643 acre dredgecut, managed fishery area,

{3) Rehabilitative Chemiczls for Dredgecut Fishery: In order to establish
the dredgecut arez as a sports fisher, it is requested that
adequate chemicals be provided to eradicate the pond of all fish and
that it be restocked with adequate numbers of adaptable and desirable
type fish.

(&) Fash Stocking: In addition to the dredgecut pond, it is recommended
that other areas be stocked with fish mitigation for the § miles of
river regulatiion pond.

(5) Fish Haichery, Rearing Ponds: It is noted in the study that another
project is having consideration of a fish hatchery and fish rearing
ponds, ¥ith the anticipated need for imcreased fish stocking here,
it is requested that considerbtion be given to a federally constructed
and cperated fish hatchery and rearing ponds with this project or
ajequate numbers be supplied.

(6) Wintering dallards on Duck Creek: There is & small fresh water
creek, wnicn stays open the year arcund and is used by a local
mallard duck population during the winter. The top anticipated
water release elevations of 2039 could cause some bank erosion
and siltation in that area. It may be necessary to provide stirear
bank protection there, T

{7?) Farm Irrigation Pump Sites: It was not noticed 1f consideration was
given to any farm trrigation pump sites which might bte effected With
the installation of hte project. . Mitigation sheould include such
instances if there are any.

(8) Funding: It is further requested that the funding for nitigations
be a part of the approvel and financing of such a projsct, It is
this crganizations request that it be notified of fuiuTe releases
pertaining to the Fort Peck portion of the river plan and be listed
to receive the Final Envirenmental Szatement,
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STATE CAPITOL~FOURTH FLOORA— »ISMARCK, NORTH DAKDTA 50505
70t 2242618

Sy

March 11, 1977

STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE '"LETTER OF COMMENT"
ON PROJECT REVIEW IN CONFORMANCE WITH OMB CIRCULAR NG. A=-95

To: Department of the Army - Corps of Englneers
STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER: 7702109177

Mr. William E. Read

Brigadire General, USA
Division Engineer

Department of the Army

Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Dowuntown Staticn
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Read:
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement by the Department of the

Army - Corps of Engineers for the Missouri River - South Dako-
ta, Nebraska, ¥orth Dakoca, and Montana.

This Draft PIS was received in our office on February 10, 1977.

In the process of the A-95 review, the attached comments wcre received
from the ND Highway Department, ND Forest Service and the Historical
Society.

This document and attachments constitute the comment of the State Inter-
governmental Clearinghouse, made in compliance with OMB Circular No. A-
95, The ND State Intergovernmental Clearinghouse requests the opportu-
nity for complete re-review of appiications for renewal or continuation
grants or applications not submitted to or acted on by the funding
agency within one year after the date of this letter.

Sincerely yours,

I i £OEron

Mrs. Leonard E. Banks
tsgoclate Planner

LEB/ds

Attachments
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NDSIC TORM B (9/71) PNRS N

' Ay
FROM: STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE Date Rocewved

STATE PLANNING DIVISION
STATE CAPITOL
BISMARCY, NORTH DARCTA 58501

. ENVIRONMENTAL IMEACT STATEMENT TO BE REVIEWED

TO: Robert Bradiev

KD Highwav Department

Bismarek, ND SB505

LD
ISSUH, Department of the Army
- DATE:  February 14, 1977
NAME OF
PROJECT: Drafe EIS: Missouri River - Sough Dakota, Nobraska, Norsh Dakata . asnd

Moncana
The attached Environmental Impact Statement is referred to your agency for review and
possible comments. 1if you consider {t satisfactory, please check the box labeled,
“no comment." Otherwise, slease check one of the other appropriate boxes. Your
cooperation is asked {n completing this memo and returning it to the State Intergovern-—
mantal Clearinghouse within 10 days frofh date of receipt. If no response is received
within 15 days of date of notification it will be assumed ycu have no comment.

D No comment ' ;
D Meeting desired with applicant

@ Comments submitted herewith

1. Specific comments which are to be attached to the review statement which will be
submittad by the State Intergovernmental Clearinghouse: (Use reverse side or
separate sheets if necessary)

We are pleased that bank protection has been included in the plan for the west bank
fmmedliately upscreasm from the Interstate 94 Missouri River Bricdge botwesn Bismarck and

(n Page IV-8 there is a discussion of harvesting rock for hank stabilization. 1In
the past ha:ves_tmgsof field reek hag had a detrimental imsact on roads used to
rc_::fc fraom fields to comstruction sites. This impact should be recormized ard could
be mitigatad by Contract Provisions, whereby the contractor would he responsible to maintain
2. Reasons why meating is desired with applicant: syrd rosiors baul roads to their
forigiral conditjon.

Reviewer's ’@ éf ; é?
Signature: Cag— Date; Febrvary 23, 1977

R.E. bradlev/”
Title: Cniel Inainesr Teie: 234-25R4
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NDSIC FORM B (3/71) PNRS MO,

‘ AN
_FROM: STATE INTERGCVERN MENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE Date Rezeived

STATE PLANNING OIVISION
STATE CAPITOL :
BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58301 '

I BT S

L FEu1A
TO: Dr. Rebert Johason [ T T

ND Forast Service

Bottineau, ND 53318

I1SSUED }
BY: Department of the Army
DATE: Februaty 15, 1577
NAME OF
PROIECT: Drafc EIS: Missouri River - Souwth Dakoca, Nehriska, Novth Daketa and

Mootana

The attached Environmental Impact Statement i3 referred to your agency for review and
possible comments. If you consider It satisfactory, please check the box labeled,
"no comment.* Otherwise, please check one of the other appropriata boxes, Your
cooperation is asked {n completing this memo and returning it to the State intergovern~
mental Clearinghouse within 10 days from date of receipt. [ no respouse is received -
within 15 days of date of notification it will be assumed you have no comment.

E] Na comment
E Meeting desired with applicant

EComments submitted herewith

1. Specific comments which are to be attached to the review statement which will be
submitted by the State Intergovernmental Clearinghouse: {Use reverse sida or
separate shests {f necessary) In a State that ranks 50th in forestry resources,
we can 111 afford to loose anymore native woodlands. The Weoodlands aleng the
Missour{ River below Garriscn [Dam are fast disappeariny. It is essential that
the lost 190 acres be replaced by the acquisition of 285 acres as indicated on
page 7 of the temtative recommandaticns.

2. Reasons why meating is desired with appllicanc:

Reviewer's ) f% (:) b /4

Signature: fl/ab&ie T cceys Date: 2 =2 .Y -7 7
; o < x )

Title: z‘tﬁp.l;z:-«- /;’_: -ﬁ:ﬁ',C?L ft~‘—1<'~t._¢f,";'-L Tele: 2200 9 7 7
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NDSIC PORM B {3/71)

FRON: STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE
’ STATE PLANNING DiVISION

STATE CAPITOL

BISMARCX, NORTH DAKOTA 58501

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT TQ BE REVIEWED

1O Mr. James Sperry

Historical Sociery

Bismarck, ND 58503

PNRS NO,

1.3 .
[ State Flanning

TNN= A

Pate Received

MoK o 0T

ISSUED .
BY: Department of the Army -
DATE: February 14, 1977 '
NAME OF
PROJECT: Draft EIS: Missourl River ~ South Dakota, Nobraska, North Dakota and
Mentana . .
The sttached Environmental Impact 5Statement is referred 1o your agency for review and

possible comments. If you consider it satlsfactory, please check the box labeled,
*no comment.* Otherwise, please check one of the other appropriate boxes, Your
cooperation is asked in completing this memo and returning it to the State Intergovern-
mental Clearinghouse within 10 days from date of recetpt. If no response is received
within 15 days of date of notification it will be assumed you have no comment.

l:] No comment
—

ﬁl Comments submitted herewith

1. Specific comments which are to be attached to the review statement which will be
submitted by the State Intergovernmental Clearinghouse: (Use reverse side or

separate sheeis if necessary}

We have ertemsive, anidiem! comments do subait.

We wil need addidiowal +ime +o tomplet= sur

Feview , and will sobrmit A detailed account iw 1‘50’4;;5 C‘:"“’“V’"

Maren 15,1977,
2. Reasons why maating is desired with apelicant:

D Meeting desired with applicant i

-

A e s

Reviewer's ;

Signature: ,J‘V\M‘-' m-}w Date: !_‘\gu-rn 199 '7 ;
(¢ . . oA ~ N

Title: O e T Ry Tele: 224~ 2563 -

FEC 1E1977

[N ]
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March 11, 1977

Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division
Department of the Army
Missouri River Division

Corps of Engineers

P.0. Baox 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

We have had an cpportunity to raview the contents of the draft environmental
impact statement MISSOURI RIVER, SOUTH DAKOTA, NEBRASKA, NORTH DAKCTA,
MONTAMA. Our commerts are appended to tnis letter. These comments will be
[imited to only those aspects of the projects described which directly affect
North Dakota, and only those portions of the document which deal with cultural
resources. An introductory comment is in order: this document appears to
lump together five more-or-less independent actions (bank stabilization, in-
creased hydropower at Fort Peck, increased hydropower at Garrison, increased
hydropower at Francis Case, National Wild River status for a downstream reach
of the Missouri). We prefer to see fyll length documents prepared for each
of the component segments of the proposed action, and would strongly recommend
that the final EIS{'s) be in this form,

It is clear from Table I that most of the bank erosion protection sites autho-
rized under the Streambank Ercsion Control Demonstration Act, Section 32 of

the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 are in the Garrison reach {(page I-8).

Six have been funded and are proposad for consiruction during 1977, presumably
most of them in North Oakota. We have receivad no notice of this work to data;
no cultural rasources inventories are on record. Under Federal regulations the
Corps ¢f Engineers, cannot initiate construction until these areas are inven-
toried, impacts identified, and an approved pian to mitigate adverse impacts
agreed to and signed.

Paragraphs 2.35-2.42
The description of the presently-existing cultural enviropment in the reach

from Garrison Dam to Lake Oahe is not sufficiently detailed. Someone un-
familiar with the area would be unable to make an objective assessment of
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Gus J. Karabatsos
Page 2
March 11, 1977

the cultural values. Recent synthesas apparently have not been comsulted,
and only the most generalized statements are provided, 2n approach which is
jnadeguate. Section 2.40 {p. li-15) is in errer. A MNational Register nom-
ination is being prepared for submission for an archeclogical site, 32MEi3
(Kigh Butte). The site lies well above the Missouri and therefore will not
be physically affected by the proposed action, although visua) degradation
will be increased by the new pumphouse structures and construction scars.
Further, the Knife River Indian villages National! Historic Site lies just
downstream from Garrison Dam. Detrimental effects to this especially sig-
nificant area resuiting from daily massive water-level fluctuations are not
discussed. he integrity of the park area must be maintained. Therefcre,
adverse and potentially adverse impacts must be recognized, considered and
adequately mitigated before 2 final clearance could be issued by this office.

The sentence: "At areas where probability of proposed project effects on
cuitural resources is very low {such as channel-side bank siumping in low
lying river deposits) reconnaissance was by-passed in favor of more cost-
effective post authorization surveys." is very troublesome. First, we have

no records indicating that all areas of high site probability have been
surveyed; second, while we are aware of the values of cost-effectiveness,

we are not convinced that the protection and conservalion of cultural re-
sources before the fact is any less cost-effective than salvage and mitigation
after the fact. Furthermore, we have no assurance that, should the project

be undertaken, sufficient time and resources would be alloted for survay
assessment, and mitigation of significant cultural resources in affected areas.
The assertion in paragraph 2.39 (page 1I-13) that:"... proposed &ctions de-
scribed in Section 1 are anticipated to have rather minor effects upon cultural
resources" is not appropriate in the absence of an adequate description of the
presently existing environment. Ultimately, such a description must be based
on in-the-field survey, and we are extremely concerned that this action will
be postponed until it is too late to be accomplished properly or for the re-
sults to be adequately effective. Until preof exists to the contrary, current
knowledge of the arsa and professional consideraticn forces us to assume that
there are significant {i.e. National Register merit) cyltural resources in

the project areas which will suffer severe adverse affects due to the projects
described.

The responsibility to identify cultural resources on the part of the Corps

of Engineers appears to be acknowledged in paragrapn 4.61 (page [1-22). The
"syrvey" discyssed should be exhaustively thorough. We suagest that the horth
Dakota State Historic Presarvation Officer's office be given the opportunity
to comment both on the Scope of Work before it is generaliy released for bid,
and on the survey design of the successful bidder.
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Gus J. Karabatsos
Page 2
March 11, 1977

Finally, we feel that the lo
actions should be acknowledg
of the resource.

James E. Sperry ;

State Historic Preservation
(North Dakota}

JL/je
cc: Dr. Staniey Ahler
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ss of any cultural remains because of the proposed
ed as an irreversible and irretrievable commitment

Sincerely yours,
WATION WY
John Luawickson
Officer Survey Archeologist
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The University of North Dakota

GRAND FORKS 58202

DEPARTMENT QF ANTHROPILOGY AND ARCHAECLOGY TELEPHONWE: F01) 7773009

Monday, March 7, 1977

Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division
Missouri River Division

Army Corps of Engineers

P.CG. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

Thie letter is in comment on a document entitled "Draft Enviroumental
Statement, Missouri River, South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dalota, and
Montana", issued by your cffice February 7, 1377, Tha: document deals
with proposed bank protection plans, additional hydroelectric power plants,
Recreational River development, and fish rearing ponds, all in the states
wentioned in the document title.

As an archeologist interasted in the protection and preservation of cul-
tural resources in the proposed project areas, I have severzl major ob-
servations concerning the general perspective of the Corps on cultural
Tesources. As stated in several places (paragrapis 1.45, 4.35, 4.61,

5.02), the Ccrps has not conducted cultural resource inventories and
evaluations within the proposed project areas, but intends to conduct

such studies during the post-authorization phases of each project, Where
significant cultural resources are found to be porentially adversely effec-
ted, the Corps will either provide protection and preservation from destruc-
tion, or will conduct excavations necessary to salvage and rreserve all
important cultural rescurce data. It is clear from this proposed plan

that the Corps does not consider the cultural resources to ~e an impor-

tant part of the cultural and natural epvitonment, at leasi not worthy

of consideration during plenning stages of Corps projects. This perspective
and proposed plan of actien is clearly not in compliance with the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Executive Order 11593, or the Army
Technical Manual for Historic Preservation Administrative Procedures
(T¥~5-801-1} which require the Army (1) to locate, imventorvy and nomi-
nate Hational Register quality historic properties under its jurisdiction,
(2) to determine the effect om sueh properties of any proposed action prisr
to the approval of funds for conducting such actions, and (3) to exercise
caution prior to the completion of historic sites inventories and evalua-
tions to ensyre that any federally owned property which might qualify for
National Regpister nomination is nat inadvertently demolished or substantially
altered.

— An Equal Opporiwnity Insiituison — Appendix 2
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Mr, Karzbatsos
March 7, 1977

The document itself acknowledges that the Corps is not in compliance

with relevant law and policy (pavagraph 2.42). While that paragraph
suggests that there is an existing and ongoing propram for cultural re-
source inventory and evaluation on Corps property, nowhere arve the de-
tails of such a program identified or explained, particulariv in relation
to the propesed actions. an accurate picture of the Corps’ perspective
and plans for such invemtory is pravided in the same paragraph which
sugpests that while such surveys are required by Corps policv, such pre~
autlhorizarion surveys are not ceonsidered to be cost-effective, and that
post-authorization surveys will be conducted. Thus, there appears to

be no existing plan for cultural vesource imventory on Corps controlled
land, nor is thers any attempt to determine the effacts of proposed actien
on such rescurces prior to seeking authorization for such actions. In
effect, the Corps apparently wishes to deal with iwpacts on cultural
resources as an engineering cor construction ptoblem, a minor detail vhich
can be ignorad until some later stage in the project,

While the proposed action is clearly at odds with existing cultural re-
gource laws and national Corps policy, when taken at face value, the

plan may appear to some readers to have economic merit. Such is not the
case. It is worthwhilea to consider a hypothetical example of the economic
impact of such a proposed plam of actiorn in relatien to ¢ultural resources.
For example, let us assume that a post-authorizacion survey reveals a

four acre, prehistoric earthlodge village, located inm a project area that
15 scheduled to be totally destroyed (for example, in the 190 acres of
Missouri River valley that will be washed away downstream from the pro-
posed Garrison Dam modifications). The discovery of such a site is not
unlikely considering the high density of such villages in the Missouri
River trench (cf. D.J. Lehmer, Introduction to Middle Missouri archeolegy,
National Park Service 1971; T.J. Adamczyk Archeclogical Inventory. Missgurdl

River Reach betveen Fort Benton, Montana and Sioux City, Icva. Report for
the U.S. Army GOE, Omaha District 1973). In the post-authorizaticn scage,
it 1g unlikely that preservation of such a site can be seriously considered
without totally altering project plans, so a decision to salvage all im-
portant archeoclogical data from the site will be the likely decision.

An important question, which is not addressed in this deocumant, is what
will be the cost to the public for such mizigative archeological research?
Based on current cost figures for archeological research ir Plains Village
archeological sites, such an archeclogical salvage undertaking will be
very complex, time-consuming, and expensive. It is estimaced that at least
12 months of field work with & crew of forty persons would be required to
excavate approximatelvy 50% of the site (estimatc cost $400,000). For every
hour of labor expended in excavation it is estimated that four additional
hours of laboratery time will be required (estimated cost $i.5 milliem).

An estimated 20 million bits of culturally relevan: archeeclogical data will
be recavered, requiring computer processing amd a number of specialized
studies involving multiple dating procedures, x-ray diffraccion, neutron
activation,atc. (estimated cost 3400,000). Fipally the matcerial remains
and resulting data would require storage and curation for an estimated

100 vears (estimated cost $200,000). Thus, the tetal mitigative cost for
aven one moderate sized, national regiscer guality site woull total an
estimated $2.6 miilion, and from the perspective of a profevsional archeo-
logist generally famillar with mest of the proposed project uveas, it is
highly likely that numercus national register quality sites will be located
if and when an on-the=ground search is conducted.
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My, Xarabatsos
Meren 7, 1977

The point is, that from the perspective of either the exizting cultural
resource legislation and Kational Covps policy, or from the dpparent per-
spective of the Missouri River Division of the Corps, cultursl resource
irvencories and evaluations are absclutely necessary prior Lo project
authorization in order to (a) Jdetermine the impact of proposed Corps action
or important and irreplacable cultursl resources in the study area, and

{t) derermine the costs and benefits of alternative mitigative or preser-
vztion actions to be taken in regavrd ts such cultural resourcas. In sum-
mary, I would suggest the following:

1. Thar the Corps conduct cultural resource inventory and evaluation
studies involving on-the-ground searches in the proposed project
areas by professiovnal archeologiste, and that the results of these
studies be included in the final environmental statements on the
proposed projects,

2. that the Corps inciude the costs of mitigating the adverse impact
of proposed actions on the important cultural resources in the final
environmental statement on the proposed projects,

3. that the Corps procead immediately with nomination of qualified
sites on Corps controlled properties to the.National Register of
Historic Places, and

4. that the Corps implement a district or system-wide plan for inventory,
evaluation, preservation, protection and mapnagement of cultural re-
sources on all existing Corps controlled properties.

I have one further area of comment concerning the general benefits derived
from proposed projects. I wish to point out that none of the increased
hydropower projects {Fort Peck, Garrisom, and Gregory County) will resulr

in any net increase in the electrical energy produced from the Missouri
Mainstem system. At both Fort Peck and Garrison, current energy production
is limited by the maximum water flow through the dam svystem, and at both
in3tallations, about 99 percent of the water released downstream is currently
uwsed to produce electrical power (Source: Draft Environmental Statement,
Missouri River Maingtem System. Seprember 1976, Owmaha District, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Paragraph 1.5%5). Therefore, the placement of additional
generating units within the system cannot result in an overall increase ig
electrical power produced, since maximal energy production is limited by
river flow, and since maximal river flow is already being channelled through
the hydroelectric system, There is simply no morz water available to

produce additional electric power. The only effect of addirional generating
units will be the caspability to produce a nigher peak poewer during one part of
the day, but this increased power during one part of the day will be balznced
by an eaual loss cof existing power generation levels during some other part
of the day (see Figure 8). Net power production will remain precisely where
it is with the existing system.

At the propesed Gregorv County pumped storage facility, thc net energv
increase will also be zere. In fact, the operation of rhe proposed facilicy
will result in a loss of electrical energy by the amount required teo over-
come friction losses within the svstem. According to the laws of thermo-
dynamics, the output from the svstem must always equal the input intc the
system. In the case of the proposed pumped storage facility, the amount
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Mr. Karabatsos
March 7, 1977

of electrical emergy required to pump water to the upland storage bay (the
input) must equal the sum of friction loss of water entering the system,
friction losses in the pumps, friction losses of water evacuating the sys~-
tem, and the total energy output from the system (the toctal of these is the
output). Thus, electrical energy input into the system must equal electri-
cal energy output plus a number of friccticn losses. Since the operation can
never be frictionless, cutput energy will always fall below input energy re-
quirements, and the svstem will always operate at a nat energy loss. To
state that the worth of the power output will be 351,029,000 while the power
input or pumping cost will be only $14,580,000 (Table 17 of the document) is
hatdly credible in light of the above argument, or at least requires further
explanation. Given the fact that no additional energy will be produced at
any of the proposed hydropower projects, a computation of any cost benefit
rstio greater than 0.0 appears difflcult to support.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the stated decument.
Sincerely yours,
\'M\
Stanley A. Ahler
Research Archeologist

cc: James E. Sperry, SHPO/North Dakota
Johm J. Little, SHPG/South Dakoca
Richard G. Leverty, DAEN-CWP-P
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Mr. wWilliam E. Read
Brigadier General, USA
Division Engineer
Missouri River Division, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Read:

NCRTH DAKOTA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT

PHONE = 224-2180

BISMARCK , N.DAK,

March 22, 1977

Attached find the North Dakota Game and Fish Department's comments
on the Draft Environmental Statement, Missouri River, Scuth Dakota,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana and Appendix I - Technical Report
for the same document. We ask that comments from both reports be in-
cluded in the final environmental impact statement.

We appreciated having the opportunity te review this proposal.

Sincerely,

3

% é \
uchenber

Larry

Natural Resources Coordina

LK: fr

cc: Fish and Wildlife Service (Cernchous)
Riverdale District Office (Enyeart)
Williston District Qffice (Renhowe)
District Warden, Washburn (Chrest)

MUBEELL W, STuART
Ok A nOpiL A

H. M. SMITIER DALy HENEGAR C. R GROND.AHL
CHILF, PYFBACTNENT CNVIBION CHEF, PIsFmITE O i LRALAEA, SAME YTET 0 1 THOME

s
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PERSHING CARLION
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COMMENTS BY THE
NORTH DAKOTA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT
ON THE

DRAPT ENVIRCNMENTAL STATEMENT

Misscuri River
south Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana

pated February, 1977

Page V - Hvdro-power Garrison

This paragraph over simplifies and understates impacts on‘natural re-
sources amsociated with the advocated use of the river valley. Some fishes
will be eliminated. Recreational facilities which have beazn developed at
considarable expensa will be lost or relocated, with no assurance of like use
at the relocated site, The amount of hapdship placed on privats, agricul-
tural, industrial and community water pump operations isn't stated,

Fage V - Aliternatives

The alternatives in our estimation are inadequately stated in this
section.

Paragraph 1.02

Instaad of stating "several" recreation access points will be provided,
the specific number and location should be described.
Paragra 1,03

At some point, specific treatment proposals for each site will have to
be spelled out - why not in this draft environmental statement?

Paragrapn 1.16

This procedure would appear to be unacceptable to cooperating agencies.

Under this procedure, we could well encounter scme drastic changes in proposals.

Appendix 2
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We should know exactly what we are commenting on and Congre's should know
exactly what works are being provided for ip the AppPropriation, we believe
specific sites must have baen investigated in order to come up with cost
figures given in Table 2, Page T-11. If specifics were not involved, what
was the bagis for these figures?
Paragraph 1,19

This paragraph should be rewritten., It is poarly stated and confusing
in its present form.

Paragraphs 1,34 and 1.35

In addition to referring to graphs and figures, the draft statement should
Etate exactly what is going to happen. We do not agree with the conclusions
drawn in this section. What is "unduly severe"> It appears the conclusions
stated in these two paragraphs are based on very limited data gathered over a
very short period of time.

Parzgraph 1.36

Will this proposal limit future expansion of the hatchery? .wWill it not
eliminate establishment of "fish runs" for such species as coho salmon, which
in recent years have been documented returning to hatchery rearing ponds from
the Missouri River below Garrison Dam?

This proposal will also -adversely affect deer uss on the Riverdale
Game Management Area by eliminating preferred willow habitat west and southe
west of the hatchery. Deer use in this area is as high as 102 head during
certain times of the year.

Paragraph 1.37 .
wWhere will the new facility be located and what assurance do we have of

comparable public use at the relmcated site?
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paragraph 1.38

what agsurance i3 there that this is the extent of the loss and that it

is a one time loss? Paragraph 2.1l indicates that even with present releases,
ercsion losses below Garrison total 75 acres annually.

This amount of mitigation (2B5 acres) may be inadequate. What are the
mitigation proposals for loss of the sport fishery and other recreaticmal
opportunities caused by the addition to and change in use of the Garrison
power plant?

Paragraph 2.01

Are these gains designed to offset losses incurred by this proposal on
other gtretches of the river and mainstem reservoirs?
Paragraph 2.02

From the headwaters of Laka Sakakawea to Gavins Point Dam, 620 of 757
miles (82 percent) of the Missouri River valley has been eliminated by the
mainstem reservoir system. North Cakota has only 87 miles of open river
remaining yet this proposal could adversely affect a sizeable portion of this
last remaining reach of the Misscuri River in this State.

Paragraph 2.13

If this depletion is an ongoing situation, is it not questicnable if
a sufficient water supply is available to support or justify adding additional
units?

Paragraph 2.14

According to this paragraph, reduction of 80 percent of bank erosion

is already authorized by Congress. Do the proposals stated in this document

allow for corrective measures on the remaining 20 percent?
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Paragraph 2.20

The Micsouri and its mainstem resarvoirs were typically warm water sport
fishing areas. Considerable progress has been made in developing cold water
sport fisheries. Cold water species are important to the reservoirs and their
respective tailrace fishery. Seven cold water species are present in Sakakawea.

Of the 39 warm water species in Lake Sakakawea alone, are we to believe
that only the mountain sucker is native to the Misscurt system?

We have no reccrd of quillback carpsucker or pearl dace being taken in
Lake Sakakawea. River carpsucker are common. Rainbow smelt are not limited
to Sakakawee, but may be found in many parts of the Missouri system in South
Dakota. Forty-six (48} species are found in Lake Sakakawea and 45 species are
found in the river reach below Garrison bam,

Paragraph 2.21

Paddlefish are well known throughout the Missouri River system,

Paddlefish may be on the decline in some areas, but they are able to
live throughout the Missouri River system.

Paddlefish reproduction is not limited to the river reach betwean Fort
Randall and Lewis & Clark reservoir and below Gavins Point Dam. Reproduction
does occur above Lake Sakakawea and could occur in all reaches of the Missouri
SYBtem.

Paragraph 2.22

The spawning of walleye and sauger is also significant Lbelow Garrison Dam.

Nerth Dakota did not stock coho salmon in the Garrison tailrace expeciting
natural reproduction. Coho wers stocked hoping te develop a spawning run
between Lake Qahe and the Garrison National Fish Hatchery. The run itself
would produce a seasonal river figshery. Coho salmon play an important role in

our tailrace fishery.
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Northern pike wars and still are an impertant part of North Dakota‘s
reservoir fishery. They can hardly be classed as an insignificant part of
this fishery. Spawning habitat may be limited in some years, but natural
reproduction doms occur in othar years. Inadequate forage is not a limiting
factor.

Paragraph 2.23

Movement of fish through dams on the mainstem system is very significant.
Since 1970, rainbow smelt have Decome astablished in most areas below Garrison
pam via plants made in Lake Sakakawea. Lake trout, lake whitefish, cche
salmon and smallmouth bass ware all stocked in Lake Sakakawea and have Ceen
recovered in the Garrison Dam tailrace. Corps of Engineers employeses report
that large numbers of salmonids and other game species are recovered from
the power house each time a generator is shut down for repair.

Paragraph 2.24

North Dakota lists 22 species in the Missouri as rare in relative
abundance. Many of these species could be considered, at best, threatened
in North Dakota waters.

Paragraph 2.25

The species list should be expanded-ta include other species such as
bobcat, grasshopper mouse, fox squirrel, etc,

This paragraph is also misleading in that it implies that the whita-tailed
dear is not an upland species. The distribution of whitetails in North Dakota
is evidence that this statqunt ig incorrect.

Paragraph 2.26

The fox squirrel is the predominant squirresl species between Garrison

pam and Lake Cahe. Few, if any, gcay squi;rels are found in this area, The

gray sguirrel is primarily an inhabltant of sastern North Dakota.
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Paragraph 2.29

Reference is made to the northern bald eagle, golden eagle, and American

eagle. The latter is unknown to us. what is the scientific name of this
bizd?

It should also be noted that the only recent rocords {1375 and 1976)
of nesting bald eagles in Nerth Dakota occurred immediately adjacent to the
Missouri River within 20 miles downstream of the Garrison Dam power house.
Paracrach 2,30

The Canada goose is no longer an uncommon nester in North Dakota,
particularly arcund Lake Sakakawea where there is an expanding breeding pop—
ulation numbaring in excess of 2,000 birds.
Paragraph 2.31

We are not in agreement with the statement, "Typically the flood plain
habitat is not the State's better upland game range". 1In North Dakota, at
least, the fleood plain habitat, what little remains, is some of our best
upland game habitat, particularly for ring-necked pheasants, Presently, the
Missouri River floodplain supports the highest density of pheasants found
anywhere in Nerth Dakota.

The floodplain is also preferred wintering habitat for such upland
species as sharp-tailed grouse.
Paragraph 2.32

It shouid be noted that in North Daketa, the Missouri River is a transi-
tion zone for eastern and western species of songbirds. Thus, there is a
greater diversity of species found here than in most areas cof the State.

Below Garrison Dam, there is considerable amount of use Ly turkey
vultures. Although no nest searches have been conducted, it 1s generally
agreed that nesting occurs along the cliffs adjacen: to the river, immediately

downcstream from the power house.
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Paragragh 2.33

goft-shelled turties have been taken in test netting operations between
Garrigon Dam and Lake Oahe.

page V-1 = Impacts Tdantifigd-Bank Protection

whare are adverse impacts of wildlife habitat and recreational activities
listed?

page IV~=2 - Hydro=-power-Garrison

The list of impacts should be expanded. The present list is totally
inadequate as regards the affsct on fish and wildlife species. It should
include, among other items, the severe reducticn of fish movement and repro-—
duction and the loss of an important recreaticn area below the dam.
paragraph 4.01

This paragraph contradicts paragraph 2.31 and supports our con¢lusion
that this flood plain habitat is very important to a variety of species.
Paragraph 4.08

The Came and Fish Department's choice is "no actien", other than reascnable
adjustments in patterns of use of the present facility. At the time the
pDapartment stated opposition to the re—regula;ion provosal, we were not aware
that additional units would result in the extreme fluctuations of power house
discharge rates from 70,000 cfs to zero. Both of these proposals, the re-
regulation structure and the additien of three generating units with the
resulting extreme fluctuations, are unacceptable %o the Department.

Paragraph 4.11

why does all the effort in North Dakota appear to be aimed at destroying

existing fisheries and recreation facilities with no remedies of losses

proposed?
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Paraaraph 4.29

The rhetoric concerning the "tide induced changes of the seashore"
appe~rs to be a weak attempt to downplay losses incurred by the proposal
of adding addéition units,

What will be the effect of this action during pericds of extremely cold
weather and subzerc temperatures? Won't this fluctuation of discharges further
erode the riverbed and banks?

Paragraph 4.30

We consider any additional loss of flood plain habitat to be significant
because the overwhelming majority of this valuable wildlife habitat has been
lost to other mainstem projects in North Dakota.

As mentioned earlier in our comments, bald eagles dc nect immediately
adjacent to the river, within 20 miles of the power house at Garrison Dam.
Peaking power releases could eliminate suitable nesting sites aiong the river,
Bald cagles also winter below Garrison Dam. It should also Le pointed out
that the northern bald eagle is currently under consideration as a possible
addition to the Federal rare and endangered species list.

Paragraph 4.31

Again, a major impact and loss has.been identified, yet no corrective
or mitigation measures are proposed.
Paragraph 4.32

The “pike hole" area is not the only intensively fished area. The first
2.5 miles below the dam including the tailrace ‘and “pike heole” receive con-
siderable fishing pressure. The mouth of the Knife River and the mouth of the
Heart River alsc qualify. Lack of public access prevents other aresz from

being fished more heavily.
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Paragraph 4.34
What is the 50~year value of this less? Mitigation should be calculated

on a dollar for dollar bhasis.

Paragraph 4.35

If the power plant is operated as proposed, wouldn't the reductien in
the recreational use be greatar than &0 percent? ‘What is the bagis for the
60 percent figures?
Paragraph 4.36¢

The water intake problems will increase because the number of sites are
incre%sinq. This will b2 even more accute in the future. wWho will pay for the
necessary modifications at pumping sites? How much water will be available
at zero discharge?
Paragraph 4.30

Woodland will likely be cleared for irrigation or pasture use. Is
protection of B percent of the bankline sufficient to do the job?

Are specific fiqures available on how much delta build=up will be re-
duced on Lake OQahe headwaters if thege 21 sites are constructad?
Paragra 4,60

The charge in habitat will precluds use by certain species currently
using the area, thus it is open for guestion whether or not the changed
habitat type will be above average. rfurthermore, tie increased wetland
acreage will curtail accessability for public use.
Paragrapn 4.61

Another recognition of an effect or probiem, but what is the solution

and what are the costs?
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Faragraphs 4.6% g 4,566

We are expected to analyze the effects of the project, yet complate
information on a vital part of this proposal is lacking. The project will
te authorized and underway before we have all the information. This draf«
statement should cover the complete project and effects. Impact statements
should not be issued separately for various phases of the project.
Earagraph 3.01

wWe have already seen an increase in pPasturing and feedlots. These
activities have an undesirable effect on wildlife habitat and will be
accelerated with bank stabilization.

Paragraph 5.05

Will not this fluctuating and de-watering add to the riverbed and bank
erosion problem? All adverse effects could be avoided or at least lessened
by using present plant facilities and reasonable discharge patterns.

It should be noted that these are Corps of Engineers proposals, not
those of the North Dakota Game and Fish Department or the U.S.‘Fish and
Wildlife Service, We will not accept the regponsibility for this proposal.
Paragraph 5.08

This should not be construed to mean that these adverse effects will

- not occur.
Paragraph 5.09

The effect on tree growth downstream from Garrison did not show up
until the dam and power house had bLeen in operation for a number of years.
The 1275 situation only lasted for several months and is an insufficient
period of time on which to base judgment of long term effects.

Bank structures themselves may not have this effect, but extreme

manipulation of discharge and water flows may.
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Pacagraph .05

North Dakota interests were very comvhatic about exceeding the 1830
level on Lake Sakakawea in future years. They urged better menitoring of

the snow pack and better planning to aveid a iike situation from reeccurring.

what do annual lossas to other resources and uses total? Might they
not exceed benefits gained from additional umits, aspecially when the
relatively short life of the proposed benefits from additional units is
considered?

Congress may have removed from consideration "no action" alternative,
but it cidn't mandate the maximum extreme either.

Paragraph 6.26

The reasen for objecting to Plan B was the loss of 13 miles of river
valley, facilities, and recreational cpportunitiss. We certainly object to a
loss or degradation of 30 or more miles of river valley. Rejection of Pilan B
did not mean these agencies opted for Plan C, especially the extreme fluctua-
tion of discharges.

Paragraph 7.01

The Corps should examine changes in land use pattarns since Garrison Dam
was constructed,

Also, a S percent change in a l0-ycar pericd eguals a 25 percent change
in 50 years. This wiil likely be accelerated with bank stabilization.
Paragraph 8.02

With the majority of the remaining river being affected by this propesal,

where dees one find "gther locations of acceptable habitat"?
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Page Ex=I=1

when figuring the cost benefit ratio, why are power house additions evaluated
over a 100~year period and the remainder of the works at 50 years? Doesn't this
inflate the kenafits?

ADDENDUM
Paragraph 1.03

Apparently some of the proposed bank protection structures have been untried.
Cenjectural whether they will work and/or stay in place. Who is responsible to
maintain these structures after they are built>

Also, we should know exactly where these structures are proposed, " The North
Dakota Game and Fish Department owns three Game Management Areas on the right bank
of the Missouri between Garrison Dam and Qahe., All are in Oliver County: Lewis &
Clark = 121.0 acres, Smith Grove - 23.7 acres and Sguare Butte - 38.4 acres. Lewis &
Clark and Sguare Butte are presently being seriously eroded by flows of the Missouri
River - five to ten feet of high bank being lost annually. Smitl Grove is presently
little.affected by the river except at the extreme north tip. However, we are con—
cerned that a dike or revetment placed upstream to protect other lands could divere
flows to cause cutting at this point.

In=as-much as there is little public land or access along tliis reach of the
river, should not these public lands be given some priority in bank stabilization.
Smith Grove was purchased at the request of the North Dakota Izaac Walton League to
preserve a unique clcé-age stand of trases.

Paragraph 2,08

Regarding the intermittant flocding below the Heart River in North Dakota, it

does not result from “flood waters moving down the Hear+t" but has been the direct

result of high flows in the Missouri in the summer {60-70 thousand cfs in 1975) and
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to ice jams and Missouri flows in the winter, the latest and most severe was December
1976. This winter flooding, in fact, has been an almost annual ocgurrence since 1969,
Similar ice jamming and flooding may develop downstream from Garrison Dam due to
peak flows and fluctuations which tear out the ice formed at low water levels,

Paragraph 4.03

Regarding the "initial removal of racantly deposited sediment”, where will this
sediment be radeposited? Will thera not be another headwater develop below Garriscn
Dam in the vicinity where peak flows flatter ocut and drop sediment? Will the sub—
sequent sandbars not cause a rise or constriction in the river bed with water logging
and flooding of adjacent lands?

Paragraph 4.03
The aforementicnad three Game Management Arsas should specifically be included

here as areas to protact,
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COMMENTS BY THL
NORTH DAKOTA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT
ON THE

APPENDIX 1 = TECHNICAL REPORT

Missouri River

South Dakota, Nebraska, North bDakota, Montana

SECTION E
Paragraph 78

Additional desired racreation has not been provided under existing authority.
The mainstem report doesn't recommend any recreational davelopment so when and where
is this type of thing going to be done? "
Paragraph 79

The proposed additions and power peaking would knock out 15 percent or more of
recreational visitation to Lake Sakakawca,

Considerable recreational use of Lake Sakakawea would increase with improved
access to reservoir shorelines.

The paragraph is inadequate in regard to recreaticnral rescurces and effects.
Paragraph 112

Change the sentence to read, "Therefore one or more reserveoirs will be
selected...". It's time to be positive and make some firm commitments.
Paragraph 115

We believe North Dakota is an exception here, Audubon Refuge makes a contri-
bution, but state efforts are at least equal if not greater. No mention is made of
state game management areas in North Dakota. They make a definite coentribution both
to migratory and resident species. The attached document outlines the Department's
research, management, and development work of Corps land around Lake Sakakawea and

Lake Audubon since 1955,
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Paragragh 143

There iz no mention in the draft environmental statement that the pallid
sturgeon is an endangered species.

The species list here is more complete than the one in the draft environmental
statement.
Paragraph 1S58

This paragraph should alsc make refercnce to the fact that only a small percent
of the criginal river valley remains.
Paragraph 159

white-tailed deer are not confined to the river bottom, although this probably
is the best whitetail habitat, Whitetail are more prevalent in most upland areas
than mule deer.
Paragraph 160

Fox squirrels are more common on this stretch than are gray squirrels.

Bobcats are more common than lynx,

Paragraph 169

This paragraph probably overstates the situation in the case of waterfowl,
sandbars will be lost to loafing waterfowl durinq peak migration periods,
Paragraph 1ED

Again a problem (impact) is recognized but no solution or an inadeguate
solution is offered. After the project is completed, whe is respensible and who
pays for the continuing effects?

SECTION C

Paragraphs 19-24

Acts which encourazge Corps activities are overemphacsized in these paragraphs,

yet there ia no mention or recognition of those acts which might restrain activities.
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ParagraEh kL=

Could the depletion levels be caused in part by the various uses and treatments
on the watershed? Has this aspect been considered?
Paragraph 41

It has been our experience that analyses have a way of becoming recommendations
and then finally priorities,
Paragraph 57

The present installations are capable of handling discharge requirements except,
“sizeable flood release"., Better monitoring and planning weuld aveid the necessity
for spilling water, Therefore, are we Lo assume the expense of the present proposal
is to avoid the off chance of infrequent “spills" without benefit of power generation?

In this and folloewing paragraphs power generation is emphasized, yet the report
doesn't adequately consider losses to other resources which might be incurred by the
proposed action.
Paragraph 65

If flows below Yellowstone are going to decline 35 to 45 peréent, isn't the
expense of adding additicnal units quastionable? Might water not be available to
operate them before the 50-year period used in the cost-benefitlratio is up?
Paragraph 66

Again we question the wisdom of additisnal units. The further winter
reduction will have an impact on recreaticnal opportunities on both Garrison and
Oahe in North Dakota., We will be faced with axpansive mud flats and access to the
lakes will be an increasing problem.

Paracraph €9

What does this do to water logging areas?
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Egzggyauh 73 -

The assumpticn made here that the reduction in lake surface slevation on Lake
sakalawea and Oahe would have little averall effect on public use is guestionable.
Terrestrial species should benefit as would hqunting, however, water oriented
activities would suffer,

Is it known where the headwaters of Lake Sakakawea would be if these conditions
exist?

The Corps has a history of ignoring recreation development in North Dakota.
This is ancther example.

Parauraph 75

very definitely some minimum flow ecritaria should be strived for. There are
other benafits basides generation, navigation and industrial uses of water.
Pararraph 77

pgain some additional priorities for other uses should be spelled ocut. Further,
is the Corps still talking about 16.3 millien acre feet being available above
minimum 6,000 cfs at Kansas City or are they talking dry stream?

Parauraph 22

This paragraph is too generalized and even then the conclusion reached is
questionabla. The Corps should be more specific about location and costs of effects.
In spite of its velume this whole report deals in generalities, especially when the
discussion deviates from power dgeneration.

Paragraph 95

are "dollar benefits" necessarily the best indicators?

Instead of asking questions there should he positive statements in ragard to
preserving benefits associated with iastream uses such as recreation and f£ish and

wildlife.
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Paragraph 107

The Nerth Dakota Game and Fish Department is alsc invelved in fish population
studies on Missouri River mainstem reservoirs. Is the Corps aware of thesa studies?

From its initiation, the mainstem project has had more effect on resident species
yet most of the emphasis is on migratory species when it come to development and
uanagement. Again there is no mention of the State effort on Lake Sakakawea and Lake
Oaha?
Paragraph 121

Exactly what were the legislative limitations placed on Lake Sakakawea and Lake
Oahe in regard to stream flows and reservoir levels>
Paragraph 122

The draft environmental statement states this proposal is not feasbile yet here
it is still under consideration. Which statement is correct?

Paragraph 123 :

what is “overbank" water?

Paragraph 126

where is the 29 mile reach of the Yellowstone River referred to in thnis paragraph?
Paragraph 127

Does the Corps have any data on sediment loads entaring these reservoirs and the
rate of delta build-up? What is the annual loss of reservolr storage?
Paragraph 141

A problem accentuated by construction of dams. Will not the extremes proposed
in discharge rates in the draft enviroamental statement further add to the problem?
Paragraph 144

Will not the high velocity of discharge during power peaking operations be more
erogive than the same volume of water discharged at a lesser velocity over a longer

pariod of time?
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Dues the Corps have records of a like pes ing operation over 2 long period of
Hme or is the 1975 situation at Garrison Dam the most comparable information
available?

Paragrath 146

What assurance do we have thic is limited teo a ona-time loss?
Paragrnth 347

would the situacion at Gavins Point apply at other dam sites?
Paragraph 1432

Completion reviews either will or will not be made. There should be a positive
commitrent.

Paragrash 155 .

The total propesed results in an excess amount of negative enviroumental quality
values for the benefits gained - a total of 7 percent of the projected power needs.
Paragraph 157

The draft environmental statement lists only one feasible site - Gregory County,
South Dakota. Why the discrepancy? Where are the locations retained for futher
consideration?

Paragragh 153

where is ihe concern for Lake Sakakawea and Lake 0ahe in ¥Nerth Dakota?

Paragraph 161

Again recognition of a problem but where is the Jorps suggested solution?
Paragraph 164

1t is true this agency and others have commented on the desirability of public
access to the open Missourl Rivar reaches, but what has the Corps done about it?
Paragrach 166

It should be stated that the people attending this meeting woaren't made aware

of the extremes in discharge rates?
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SECTION D

Paragragh 7

Wkat has been the reduction in channel capacity below Carrison Dam?

Paragrzpns 11-13

wWhere has this “experience” been gained? Most of the assumption in the draft
envirgimental statement are hased on a computer model,

paragraph 31

Are long=tarm operation and maintenance costs included for mitigation measures?

Paragragh 32

The draft environmental statement states the cost-benefit ratio for the additional

units at Garrison is based on a 100 year life, with no mention that repayment must
occur within 50 years.
Paragraph 49

The draft environmental statement states all of these proposals fail the coste
benefi: test.
Paragravh Si

How much latitude does the Corps have in manipulating water levels and stream
flows? Who is accountable to whom?
Paragraph 57

Rnother alternative is to place maximum and minimum limits on extreme fluctua=-
tions allowable in peaking operations.

Paragraphs 60-61

Is it possible to have a combination of several alternatives?

Paragraph 62

hnother alternative is more efficient and wise use of power once it is produced.
Paragraph &6

There are considershly adverse impacts for gaining only an additional  percent
in genarating capacity., Improved management of the system should eliminate a

repeat of the 1975 situation.
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Paragrarh 07

This paragraph deoes not congider cther vaiues,
Paragranh 7C

Four sites are retained for futher consideration, yet only one site is stated
in the craft environmental gtatement. Where is the pertinent information on the
other thrae sites?

Paragragh 76

where are Lake Sakakawea recreation and fish and wildlife proposals?

Paragtagh 78

The Corps should consider use of portable or semi-portabie facilities.
Paragragh 80

At least part of the prohlem was caused by existing facilities and as such
should te a Federal responsibility as the situation now exists.

?aragra:h a2

Isn't a similar situation occurring in the Williston area?
Paragraph 111

This delta build-up should be mentioned under Paragraph 82 aleong with the Qahe
situation.
Paragraph 116

The approach ussd here could well be used on a number of other problems and
prepesals,
Paragraph 121

The reason given for purchase of these lands should have been water logging, nat
wildlife mitigation. ‘
Paragrath 136

Will there be sufficient flows available during the 50 years of the project to

conduct this peaking power?
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Paragraph 141

In our estimation the method used to determine a favorable cost-benefit ratio
does not adequately address the negative aspects of the additional power units at
Garrison.

Paragrachs 143-144

Locations thould be identified so that other agencies have sufficient lead time
for study and gvaluation.
Paragranh 152

Why aren't the Fort Peck and Lake Sakakawea sites mentioned in the draft
environmental statement?
Paragraph 185

Along with this, service rocads and public access should be part of project
costs,
Paragravh 174

In our estimation, each area (Fort Peck and Lake Sakakawea) should be considered
separately, not lumped as it appears in this document.
Paragraph 175

In reference to the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service's remarks, how can this be
construed as favoring Plan C?

In the rest of the report 30 miles, not 20, is used in describing elimination
of activities such as fishing, boating, etc.

Paragraph 178

The Game and Fish Department does not favor Plan B or C.
Paragraprh 188

There is more amphasis placed on access and recreational facilities on lower
reservoirs. Reserveoirs such as upper Oahe, éakakawea and Fort Peck should also

recaive considaration.
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raragrav:s 18%-170

Is -here 2 possibility of financial a2id from the Corps on fish and wildlife
programns”

Paragrap: 198

A waak attempt by the Corps te divorce themsslves from adegquate financial aid
for recreaticnal development,
SECTICN =
Paracravph 3

Will these changes or adjustments be aired at public meetings or will it be an
unilateral deszision by the Corps?
Paragraph 58

The Department should have an coppeortunity te comﬁent before any expenditures
of construction funds occur.
Paragrapn 83

what are the foundation conditions at Garrisom?
Parxagrach 107

wWhere did the data come from for use as a base for the computer analysis? Is
it based only on the 1975 "spill" situation?
Paragrarh 13C

We will probably <ee a charge in flow rates. How many hours a day will
generaters operate under peaking condizions?
Paragraph 132

It has been our experience that after censtruction is completed it becomes
extremely difficuit if not impossible to reach a mutually acceptable solution.

SECTION F

Paragraph &

Iz this zssumption justified or is it an attempt to keer cists down for a more

favorable cost~benefit ratio?
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Paragragh 10

Should we not alse consider synthetic gas-fired turbines?

SECTION G

Paragragh 7

why not provide full cost on primitive or semi-primitive areas which reguire

less maintenance and operating costs.

parking lot, and launching facilities.

Many areas need only a primitive access road,
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ORI DRNDTIN A, CERTIG

Ld.‘ﬂ_lli K e T
FORT LINCOLN STATE PARK
ROUTE 2 BOX 130
MANDAN, NORTH DANOTA 53354
PIHONE 663-3371

Marzh 3%, 1977

Austin Engel, Dirsctor

North Dakata Pl*nW11g Division
Capitol Building

Bismarck, ND 335053

Dear Mr. Engel

These comments are heing provided zs a tvesult of our review
¢f the Draft Environmental lhpact Statement pr epared by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers fov tho Missouari River - South Dakota,
Nebraska, North Dakota and Montana.

We feel that the oroposal for alddirional u)u‘opower at the
Garrison Dam with the reiated structure of 5 re- regulstion dam
further downstream is etely unacceptable. We will comment
in general terms regar this proposal.

D.rn'-i
(]
‘JQ'U.A
s

We further fecl that the Army Corps of Engineers should appear
before the State Natural Resourcss Council to Avlaln this proposal
and recgive comments fram the Natural Resource Council members.

A primary consilderation that should be included in the statement
findings are the ceammitiments that have already bhcen made for
additional ele::sric seneration by the state of North Dakota in the

) general area that is discussed. North Dakets has granted water
permits for a numher of vromesals that will cenerate power for both
in-state and out-of-state cossumers. We do ‘ot believe, except under
the most extreme circumstances, that it shou'd be necessary to
significantly aitsr a nszicr morticen of whar littie remains of the
Missouri River in Neorth Daketa Zor addivional power generation.

This proposal would destray a significan: e”reatlonal Tesource -
namely, the tailwater arcas of the Carrisen Jan and Reserveir.

As the liaison cenzict to tha U.S. Bureauw of Outdoor Recreation,
this depargneLL is glv'ﬁ‘ serious theuslt to an aiternative propesal -
that of navzng this portion of the Missu‘“: Fiver studied for
inclusion under the redcxal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Another
alternative, wouid be to consider state legislation to include the
Misscuri River within a svsten ¢f stare scents rivers. We have been
contacted by citizens zoncerned aleut this propesal who are also in
support ¢f this idea. Tiis is 3 viabhle

alternative and one that

via
should be considered by ths Army Corps of Engincers.
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Tf the Corps of Engineers finds it impractical to mcet with
the State Natural Resources Council, we would very much like to

have a mveting with their representatives at some future date to
discuss this proposal,

erely yours,

GL/kmm
Enclosure {1)
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RE: SWC Profozt #1352
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William E. Read
Aprit 1, 1977
Page 2

the fluctuation of the river levels would be greater with increased hvdro-powar
than now exist, that erpsion would alse increase. Slnce the report now recommends
toca! meintenance of the bank stabilization measures after five years, | do not
know if the Water Commission would Took favorably on ircreased hydro-power.

It is recognized that increased hydro-power generation is one of the cleanest
means of producing energy, and the stored waters of the Missouri River would

be put to one of their most beneficial uses. But we must alsc recognize the
velue of the matural rescurces which exist below the Garrison Dam. The riverine
habitat there is valuable for fish and wildlife, resulting in heavy recreation
use and value. The river itself is used for irrigatior as well as for domestic
purposes. Thase uses have to be given more consideration when the decision to
increase hydro-power is made,

| feel the problems to irrigators who now pump from the river within 30 miies

of the dam have to be given more consideration. Because of the wide fluctuation
of the river it will be nearly impossible for them tc maintain their intake
facilities.

The amount of erosion associated with the fluctuating releases, | bellieve, will
be greater than exists today. | agree there will be an almost immediate loss
of 190 acres, but | think the erosion process wil] continue., Meandering will
aiso continue in the future yielding new areas of ergsion. This | believe is
more reason for the federal government to pay total maintenance costs of any
bank stabllization measures,

The wateriogging problem near south Bismarck could furtner be aggravated by
the fluctuating discharges from Garrison Dam. The report shows a rise will
result in the river near Bismarck, Further study of additional hydro-power

at Garrison should include the study of increased wateriogging in this arsa.
This is true also of further study of increased hydro-power at Ft. Peck as

it involves the Buford-Trenton area. [(n the Buford-Trenton area the idea of
an engineering selution over a tand acquisition plan seems better for the area.

Our office has found the DEIS to be very genaral in nature, Understanding

that this is only a preliminary plan for improvement of the Missouri River basin,
we realize that you cannot be site specific at this time. Shouvld the plan for
increased hydro-power proceed further, we wiil want to have a detailed EIS,
mainly because of the downstream problem. The DI!$S does mention some of the
adverse environmental effects, but then leaves them at that,

Regarding the tentative recommendations sent for review, | believe the above
comments address the spacific recommendations which pertain to North Dakota.
| hope you can take my comments into consideraticn as you make your final
recommendations.
Sincerely vours,

d&q«uqJ-ﬂkéa/’ﬂ
Vern Fahy
State Engineer

VF:DAS:dm
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Nantd Darata Wildlile Federation, Tne.

Bholshurs " FLZKERTALLDS

Rural Ate. 1 Narth Darnta’s Loaging Canservation Puhivathan Phone 223-8741

Caruiei Addiion
Bismarck, North Dakota 55531

whr
LIL3TUAT RIVER

The forth Jake<a Jildlfife Tedewvzsion nas revicuzd the draft envirenmental
ztion r.d ircreased hydro-iower
tama to | ehracka. The Horth lJakota

Wildlife Tedaration iz = : ranizition of some 45,00C nembers corcorned with

impast statement dealln:

generatlon on tha (i3

the wize use of cur rai.r=zl - : uding its wildlife apd fisheries.

Qur couments are resioli- ~Wota ortions of the plan and the DELS:
DAMK JTALZ n 37 Jissouri river to the back

waters of ‘as Oo. rre2-iioving waters of the once

mighty iilssowTi. It w2 nate that 29 sites have been
authcris Icr oAt cizhilins 1 ITniects, vhieh could aifect 5 per cent of the

+otal tankline

of these sites aliready are zom.lelew nr uniep sonstwustisn,

If tne increzz. i "4
*“umbrella plan,” thars o

rojects until *the lzs3% nmaiuzil seatures of the =i

2 3zeat reed :ited for more atabilization
are destroyed.

[l
H

ied wodoer the datrer Jesource Couneil's irineiples

o Corps figures, it uill cost over 55.9
iver Irom srosion. In addition,
thers Vill be sizeabls aamial o It a..ears fyom the Coris’
technical roworw, ~<n o~ hz* zrnual naintenance costs will

o7 land.

amount to nearly Z,

It also apiears oot lccal sererrrest entities will e expeeted to take over

the annual eost of ma_icecasan . At apy Tat:s, (he =ral taxqayer vill ray the

cost, oiten for tnz n.oolin -7 o JaW private landotmers. Dor tnis

Teason, Y@ siTongly . Tarat o 2non slor oot realuatid tnlividcally on the basla

of fublic benefit, I+ wriigd 1l

land for use by the LoSlic ratier
larndounars .

The dyaft grote w1t tho envirormental costa
of encourating {Iscd 1lnin iz.oi~ At ae 1 semuli 5o crabilizing banlis, lrivate
landouners, beliewins nEAVT Logon rvtecilon vl lisely be temited to dastroy

the natural river teotc-s aablraz - epoor b2 farm o e

‘iszo develep the land

FIULATET o TH THE MATIINAL MILLLIFE TEDERATION =
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NDIF comments on “Unbrella slan™

to the water's sige. This ¥ill zzain destroy the jublic values of the river by
degrading iis teenic and recreailonal qualities--again ct ublic expense. Bank
stabilization has a tendency to Iromise pore iwotectlon ithan can be agsursd, Ice
. Jams anz the butlding up of delias still can create flouding iroblems.
HYoA0-. Cu S ANSTON AT GAXRISCL A= Tais [morosal is another effort to
make Horth Dakotans ;ay for beneiits to be received bty oither states. In order to
wovide 272 MW of peaking jover, grimarily foz rinnesoua, this iroposal calls

for discharging water at 70,300 cuble Teet jer second for seven hours a day. Then
for 17 hotrs there will be no discharge, The river will fluctuste like a yo-yo
daily up to 17 feet just below the dam and up to three feet at Sismarck, causing
trenendous erosion problems. It is bad enough now with 11 foot fluctusiions belou
the dan asd one foot at Bizmarck. )

Hecreationzl use of tite river has increased treme-dcusly in recent years.
Mary area peszle have large investments in boating, fisalag and other vateor~-related
recreational equiimeit. Thousands more people are moving into the coal develoioent
areas adjecent to the river and looking for recreational outlets. While demand
for recreational areas in increasing dxameileally, thils Lropesal wWill result in a
60 per ¢ont reduction in the recreaticnal use ol the river--some 15,500 activity
days a year.

Vhat is ,roposed will turn a ropular recreatien area for 25 piles below the
dar into an actuzl hazard. The pojular tailrace and “".ilie Hole" fisheries below
the dam vauld be deatroysd., "Jater legging“ in ihe area innediately downsirean
from the dom will jeoperdize the Natlonal Fish Hatchery amd the Riverdale Came
Managemeut areas. The continually changing water depths and curTents will cause
great stress on fish and severely allect tieir movement, feeding and remroduction.

The inereased velocity and volume of flow intermittently pouring out of the
dam will inmediately scour the high banks and destroy 170 acres of jrime Woodland,
§tc habitat volue raniked 7,2 on a poasiple scale of 10. vwhile it is recommended
that 285 acres be (uTchased to mitigate the habitat loss, we question whether
it could ever be replaced in kind.

The imjact on Horth .miota snould be carefully assessed, especlally ths
imiect on liclean ecounty. Tids county has been scverely imiacted by other Tederal
water projects. It took the brunt of the land lost vhen Garrison Dam ¥as built by
tne Gorpm. It took the brunt cf the building of the leClusky canal, the main suyply
works of Garrisen Diversion, built by the Jureau of Reclamation., It is further
imjacted by a large cozl devclojment iroject taat jaovides jouer totally for
Virnesota. oW much cai one utate and es;eclally one arall county be expected to
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NDUT comments on “Umkrells :lan”

give for ihe beneiit of cthers,

Increased hydyo~ cier generation ill pean nore ouer lines crogsing North
Dakota, interlering with Tam o cratins and tue Tligh' of wild birds, Many rpeople
in the state are groving iicreasingly hestile 4a this | .<rusion uron their lands.
Hleetric rover _roducticn anl srarsmicsion lines frot ~=a ~{ired plants is
increasing dramatically in 4i0is area, agein [rimarily :or tie Danefit of other
states.

The extrome Tluctuations af water level will wewrl 3 naxdsnlp on irrigators,
municiial aid other uater users along the river,

Ve strongl: sug

T
Tes
it

o

taat erforts to lover eak uses of Lowver by industry
and other users is & more »ziloral &y Togcn te the urobleorm, ratier than destroying
g0 much In corta Lalkota,

de urge that aoci-er ublis feariss be held on tieze [Tojosals so that
peosle who vill be most severely imacted are given a chane? to understand what
the igpmcts will be and to voice thegir o_Anions.

He also ack tiat tae Corrs give full concideraticd (o ihe 1szues ralsed

in these commenis as it develois its fiaal envirormeatal inact statement.
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SIERRA CLUB
NORTH DAKOTA GROUP

marech 30, 14977

Dear General Read:

Please exguse the lateness of this staterznt., We weres just
informed of the draft environmental impact statement on the hkissourl
River., As we were to receive a copy of the inforration and did not.
{An outside agency furnished us with one) I am reguesting this
presentation still be accepted for your consideration,

A1l comments are limited to the arez from Garrison Dam to the
Ozhe Resgservoir, This bainz a statement for the Tisrra Club North
Dako*a Group. It should not however be construed as a disinteresz
in the overall project.

we would like to reguest a public hearing Te held in the area
of Bismarck, N¥D. We feel it is an impor<ant m-asure that should be
tzken to 1nform the local landowners of this prog;c* vefore it is
a finalized entity.

Qur commen<s on the summary of the draft cnvironmental impast
statement are as follows:

A, The addition of generaticn ecapacity at the Garrison Dam
will not ingrease generation productivity. There is only a certain
amount of available water for hydro-eleciric power,

B, The additional turbine will serve tc rmake the Garrison
power plant more of a peak load producer. This is the only benefit.

€. ALTERNATIVE: Susmpest conservation of psak load usage.

ENVIRONMENTAL ZFFECTS.

A. The change %o 2 himh volume discnarse over a seven
hour cvele will drastically increase the erosion and siltation
carry~n= cavac1‘y of the lissouri River, It will also increase the
siltatior rate of the Qans rReservoir.,

. 3, To prevent naw erosion caunsad by this change in the
river's natural hehavior, extensive rip-rappirs will be required,

. Cs The rlp ranning of the shore lires of the llssourid
will ecause Zorging of 2 cnannel wilch will cause cnannelization of
the river.,
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SIERRA CLUB
NORTH DAKO YA GROUP

)

W.m\' )/.....4. nare 2

D, The effa¢t of this srofect will be to destraoy tre
natural river (2 livinz entity) a2z we Enow it in the remainine
7¢ milas from Zarriscon to Cane, The viver will in 27fsc¢ct Become
a racid discharsge channel for wazters from Girrissn o Oazhe.

., The ecology of zhe rivar will
+the natural flow of *%he river will he
of aquatic life may bte incarnable of adaoti.'
currant velocity and water lavels that con

SQCIAT EFTECTS

The vip-rapping of the shore line and subseguent channellzatlion
of the river will bring a rash of develommental vressure cp previcusly
wild river areas. As this is ons of the eonlv rermainirz wild river
areas exsiting we feel 1% is essential that it Y2 preserved for
generations to en/joy and obsarve,

CONCLUSICN:

We recommend no new gZeneration capacity be added 1o the
Carriscn Tam. Added gereration c1oac1ty weuld only serve for
the destructicn of the na*ural river and weould not increass the
overall generative capacity of the power plant.

Sincerely,

? B B 1/
) . R - , -~y —/’."d . L
> ~. - .

Ro b“ru Andre
Sierra Club D Group
Cormservation Chairman
Box 66

Judson, ND 53548

J

U
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March 15, 1977

- ——— e

GARRISON CIVIC CLUB

GARRISON, NORTH DAKOTA

Department ¢f the Army
Missouri River Division
Corps of Engineers

P, 0. Box 103

Downtown Station

Omaha, Nebraska
Gentlemen:

The Governement

68101

Affairs Committee of the Garrison Civie Club,

have teviewed the draft EIS for the Missouri River. It 1is

discouraging to
March. This is
evaluace such a
considered only
Dam.

note that reply must be made by the 25th of

a very short period of time in which teo
complex subject, For that reascn we have

the portion of the project invoiving Garrison

With no dissension, the committee voted to go on recerd against

this project.

By the Corps own projections, the river reach between the dam
and Lake Qahe will be largely destroyed as aquatic habitat.
Water users will be put to great difffculty and expense.

Recreational values will be greatly impaired.

the net gain in

peaking capacity is worth the cost,

Further, the inevitable increase in erosion will result in
increased siltation and a greatly reduced effective 1ife of the

Jahe Reservoir.

We have no confidence that the measures taken

to reduce erosion will do more than reduce the rate somewhat,
at worst, they may fail almnst completely.

Gariéidon

LhRT oF SUNy

% — iy, — ~
“ 47 N \t
Ty l . \\cé;
f ;
E — o
s oM. ,
\ “ns \
\\ /
hY
o

Sincerely,

(B oo

Den Harmon,

We do not believe

Government Affairs Committee

Garrison Civie Club
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Lewis and Clark Environmental Association
of
Sismarexk-rMandan
[ -

—afhiliated with e Siate ana the Natonsi Wilghfe Federation—
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Tere 2« Lewis & Clark Envirovamenial Assn., commonsz on "Umbrells Plan!

¥orth Dalctz's part of the river (as it hasz beon rvreopesed for
Govins Pointl). Ihic would relieve privote 1 ers of their losn
to the river while vnreserviv:s he river's recresiionzl and othar

sanlic benefi=xs,

Trhe Lewic z2nd Clzzk zroup i ~ade wp of 20 conceruod citizens
irn the Risnarcii an? landan -roa. Ve cerely hope that our
corcerns ill be taken sericualy in evoluuting these plans

ant in developing your final impzct statement.

Sincerely,
£§Z¢442¢A4 752““£*”Ct’

Berrice Palmer, aciinzg secretary
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OFFICE : BOX 24GCT - SIATE CAPITOL - LINCOLN, NFREAZKA 57509 - (407) a71.
QOF
PLANNING
AND
PROGIAMMING

Gavernor J. James Exon W Don Nuelwon

et Prasiog Ol [RRAY

April 1. 1677

Mr. William £. Read, 8rigadier General and
Division Ergincer, Department cf the Army
*Missouri River Division, Carps of Ingineers
P, G. Bax 103, Downtown Staitien

Gmaha, Nebrazka 68101

Dear General Read:

This office has compieted the A-95 Llearinghouse review for the Draf:
Upper Missouri River Environmental Statement of January, 1977. There
does not appear to be any conflict with state goals or nolicies. How-
gver, there ara several questions which I feel should be adaressed in
the Final Environmental Statement.

1) Would the additional gemeration from the hydro-2iectric units
for Fort Peck, Garrison and Gregory County offset the loss
of hydro-eiectric ou* put frem recuces Tlows due o incustrial
water marketing by the 3ureau of Reclamation? What would be
the net gain or net Toss associated with reduced stream flow
and additional generating capability?

ra
—

If there is a net loss in generating out-put which areas
would suffer reduced electrical service?

3) How does the Bureau of Reclamatian Crofton Unit Appraisal
study fit into this study?

While the above questions should be addressed by the Bureau of Recliama-
tion, they do directly relate to the Corps' Umbrella Study. Comments
from other agencies are attached for your information.

Sincerely,

Ny
_,/,%?/%%4/@/* /%7

Warren G, White
Natural Resource Coordinator

WGW: jkh
c¢c: Dan Drain
Gene Mahoney
Marvin Kivett
Dayle Williamson
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S[Ote Of NQbI’OSKO Lo Jatnes T xon

Department of Covernor

. Dan 1, Draan

€nvironmental Control
Sonl Boy 493651 Stale House Statton Ot e, 1424 'P' Sireel Lincaln, Nebraska 68509 {4021 477-2185

February 25, 1977

el Sl vl W e
WPC-S$S RECEIVED)
Ms. Neoma Parks FEB 28 1977
Project Review Coordinator ,
State Office of Planning and
Programming ’__S_E_Tgﬂﬂy_mmc OFFICE
Room 1319, State Capitol ————
P. 0. Box 94601
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

RE: Upper Missouri River DES
SAI No. 77 02 14 G5
Corps of Engineers

Dear Ms. Parks:

The Department of Environmental Control has completed a review of
the above-referenced Draft Environmental Statement. We do not feel that
the projects proposed in the document will have any major adverse impact
on the water quality of the Missouri River. MWe support the Corps of
Engineers selection of less restrictive flow control structures than
have been used in the past.

In addition, we support the designation of the Missouri River from
Gavins Seint Dam to Ponca State Park, Nebraska under provisions of the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. This portion of the river is highly
productive and is an excellent aesthetic and recreational resource in
this area and should be maintained in a natural state.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. If you
have any questions or comments, please contact this office.

Very truly yours,

Dt lnd

Dan T. Drain
Director

RDT/ th
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- £ XLCUNIVL BOARD

LLECTED MEMBLRS

Maunce 5 Hoveloon, Presdong
Otto Kotoue, Je, 15t Vica President
S W Wolhach, 2nd Vicr Presidunt

Boainen
Humibeldg
Grand Istnnd

Arthyr Carmody, Traasurer L Tranien
Edwen J Fauikner . Lincukn
J M Hart Jro ... Omaha
Nas Latensar . Omaha
Charies W Martin Omaha
Charies C Oshorne . Hastings
James A Rawley ... .. Lincoin
Yacran C ¥Waood Grenng

Nethie Sayder Yout
MARVIN & KIVETT

Nurth Platte

DIRECTOR-SECRET&NY

Phore d02/422-.723

1977

Faebruary 24,

' William E, Reed, Corps of Fngzineers
4 Ms, Neoma Parks, Project Review (cordinator
State Oifice of Planning and Programming
Room 1319, State Czpircl
Lincoln, Nebraska 638509

Re: Upper Missouri River
Corps of Engineers
SAI No. 77 02 14 35, WF #I2-076-77

Dear Mr, Reed:

Ye do not
the effects of
in or eliginle

AL the time af final

specific information regarding
can thea rezommnond surveys 1f nacessary apd so
tionwy under Scction 1086 of

have sufficient
your proposed project apslication upon
for inclusion
applicaticn on specific
project

information

I XiCUlivt soAND

X CHBICH) MEMBILRS

J JAMES FYXON GOVERNOR
STATE OFf NEBRASKA

DURWARD R VARNFR, PRESIDENT
UNIVERSITY (O NEBIRASKA

PALL W WHITE CHIEF JUSTICE
OF THE SUPREME CUURT QF NEBRASKA

JACK 2POLINCK PRESIDENT OF
THE NEBRASKA PRESS ASSOCIATION

ThON D STREET
LINCOLN, NEH9ASKA 68508

to mane a determination of

resources anrclle d

Hatior:l Rogister of Hlistoric Pilaces.

Sincerely,

L -

/

Marvir F. Rivett
Hlistoric Treservaticn Cfiicer

SC? ta

projects we will
locaticns and type of work. We
forth
the National Historic Preservation Act.

Richard E. Jensén

MEFK:1ab
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Nebraska Game and Parks Commission
f \ 2200 North 33rd Street / P.O. Box 20370 / Lincoln, Nebraska 68503

March 10, 1977

General William E. Reed
Divigion Engineer

Dept. of the Army

Missouri River Division

Corps of Engineers

P.0.Box 103, Downtown Station
Umaha, Netcraska 68101

Dear General Reed:

Please be advised that our staff members have reviewed the Draft
Report on the upper Missouri River (Umbreila Study), the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement and the draft of recomuendations made by the
Migsouri River Division. We offer the following comments relevant to
the proposals contained in these documents which pertain to that stretch
of the Missourl River lying between Sioux City and the Fort Randall Dam.

We are particularly pleased with the Recreation River proposal for
that stretch of unchannelized river between Ponca, Nebraska and Gavins
Point Dam. The Corps of Engineers is certainly to be commended for
taiking the initiative to bring this concept along to the point where
it is now a proposal worthy of congressional consideration. We are
gomewhat concerned that perhaps net enough emphasis has been placed on
acquiring or preserving the remaining riparian woodiands and perhaps too
much emphasis on preserving the remaining high bank islands srill present
in the river. However, these are details that could be considered as
the plan moves forward. The benefit cost ratio should provide the needed
flexibility in this regard.

From the very outset, it was our understanding that the Recreation
River concept and the bank stabilization concept were to be considered
together in a sirgle project proposal. We alsc balieve this same impression
was presented by the Division at the public meetings which were held lasc
year. The Divisien has now presented these issues in two separate pro-
posals. We stru 31y urge that every effort be made to see that the twe
separate plans mo * forward togeths; at the same tinme.

1872- RBOR DAY CENTENMIAL- 1972
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Letter to General William Reed
March 10, 1977
Page 2

Regarding the Draft En ntal Impact Scatement pertaining o
the proposed benk stebilizatinn. va hrve a aunher of conds Firsge
ef all, in Secticn 2 i i adaress=zs the fact that
projecced average I seard Fiver will ge
ag a vesult of upsat hei2s5, as is ~aoiste
stabilizacion is st \Ped neca cancern or giuesticn i
our minds is how will the proposed <0F:' sivuetures function st lower
flows. It seenms possih?a .har becauss = reduced discharge levels,
the structures could { mush A3 the coaventional
"ward-tyne" stabiliza

Section 2, page 1. makes 21 errsueous statemant that paddlaFfish
no longer provide a spart fisherv Lolow che mainstem dams op =he
Missruri. Please note that rthere still 1s an 2xcellent spori fishery
for paddlefish in the vn.hannelized Misgunv: Siver and immedistely
belcw Gavins Point Dam.

Sectlon 4, page 1, a statement iz wmade aha: Tz
are lost due to erzsicn oo the Missouri River. WJhile
page &, che statement is made tiat 437 ascves per ye1 uvld 59 savesd
as a resulit of implemauting the stabilizariom proocsals. These two

figures should be receonciled.

Section 4, page 4, discusses the beneficial effects which will
result from the proposed bank stabilizarion. Included in this dis-
cussion is a statement thal stabilization will preszrve the remaining
mature stands of cottonwounds immediately adjacent to the river.

While we concur that these mature stauds of timber are velinabie and
worthy of protection. we Jo nmab agrae with the Logic usad in she drafe
report; that being, cetionwonds will nor mazure an the low nrrofils
islands and sandbars. Ouv obsarvaticus of successicnal develspmant

of timber stands on simiiar islands and sandiave on the Platte River
lend sapporting ewvidence tc the eontrary. Ther:zfeve, it s our
position that mature srands of timber will indeed davelop ~n the fland
plain of this stwetch of the Missour{ River, which is reestablishiag
itself at a lower elevation due o the effect ¢f the upstream i
ments.

Section 6, page 3, becsuse it was not necassary to devalop a
benefit cost ratio for the proposed stabiljzatien effort, it appears
that very licctle effort was made te fully develop the azhar altev-
natives which perhiaps sheuid b= conzidered. Whila we certainlv concur
that buying cut the problem is Aot necessarily the best sclutier for
the erosion problems as a whole on the river, we do beljave tpat fov
some areas this may be the rmost desirsble soiution, beth from the
standpoint of cost and public acceptance. Therefors, we believe this
alternative needs to te given further consideracicn.

e A
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letter to General William Reed
March 10, 1877
Page 3

Finally, in Section 6, pages B-10, the detrimental effects from
bank stabilization are discussed. We see no discussion in this section
regarding the amount of timber and other riparian habizat thac would
have to be desttoyed because of tne right of way required to construct
the structures from the shore. 1t appears that in some cases this
could invelve considerable land; and, furthermore, it may serve as a
catalyst to encourage additional clearing by the riparian landowner.

If you have any further questicns or comments regarding our con-
cerns, please feel free to contact Norm Stucky of our staff.

Sincerely, |
N PN
/ ' L . //A q
Z ’Z t-/{( A ‘Lsf <1 ! '
Eugenz T, Mshe gr

Director
ETM: KPS :dw

cc: State Office of Planning & Programming
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March 1%,

1677 L;tj

I am writing to exmve
concerning tha Twafs
Migsouri Rivaes., o
the Zenk Protectio:
River"” between (avi

We have learned fi
Inpact Statement i
received the entir
about the materia

aspect, dbut we a-
a Recreational Hive

F.O, Lex 275

Concerning the bank protection, *ha 2z

List of 3ites, ard
sidered a completa
side, We feel that such
as negessary. wWe would
page I-12, Table 2, aro
our sponsarsnip ccgts whi
cast as the "non-{=de

et

¥e have many concern
wno are the "publin
charge of operatirn
paze I-297 Tha Lewis 2
for sponsershi
understand the
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3.0 0
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Gue Karabatsos

We would also like clarification on the "standzrdization®

of permit requirements for use of irrigaticn pumps, docks,
ramps, etc., and what "prercgatives" may be lost to indivia-
dual owners along the river by this desigration? Would this
include restrictions on irrigation use alonz the river? As
present sponscrs for the bank protection work bYeing done in
Nebraska between Gavins Pt, ang Ponca, we have a great deal
of concern about the effect this designation will require
from us,

We would appreciate a response to these questions as soon as
possidle,

Sincerely,

'7;;4W44fmjw
Tom Moser
General Manager
T™™1 js

cer  Lower Niobrara NRD
Earl Rowland
Warren Patefield
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PHOGRAMS:
Sull and Watar Cunservalicn
Water Prou ction
Fiood Controi
ltewou-ce Crnservation
Grazs Seeding
Tree Planung

ma. E, Read,Erigidair Gen. U A
Division ingireer, Missouri Diver Divisicn
Corps of Ingineers

Pox 132, Downtown Statiopn

Omaha, NT 48101

I[=ar 3ir:

In recent conths ra Lakota and north
=

cantral Nebrasim have == r2gm, the grest aeed far uater
relatad development, bt tis tarmg olike bave ssen their weter
source deplated to the point where L3ns must be imposed.

Boyd County Rural Waier Dictrier sT

e<y 2 ural watz- distriat which was
organized in 1972 has receiveq asiurance from FHy that it #i1l be funded but
presenily cannct f£ind an adequate scurce of watap Witoln iLs toundaries,  Yhis
district has been <esizned to zepvics i miral sl rps ping wne villags of
Spencer, populatisn &5C. The estimateq waier nesds arc slighnly over 750 acre

feet armually,

We can readily ses a Fctentiszl
and Keya Faha Countiss rorth of the
need for 735,000 acre fest of water
water neseds in south ciortral Sousn

52,000 acras in Royd
This would indicate a
31l in acdition ta

We feal that g pumred-storage Foeil in the Lucas 5.D. area, referrsd to
ir the Corps of Ingineers, Umbrella Study esuld, with sope modification, be
2 potential supply of water faor +h.s AT W2 oare Laereinrea fending on opinion
resolution sxpressing the Lowes Nicbra

Ta Natural Rescurses Mistrict intenc to
Sponsor such development.

The Yatural Resources Pistricis
Basin {the Upper Nicbrara-White, the Mi
voted unanimously on January 13, 1977 to

r

rescurce developmert [rom 3 pumped-31,.0
South Iakota.

s=ntirec Micbrapg River
AT snd bhe Lower Niobrara)
UDRSTE the cancsph of weter
Cilivy lceated inm suubh central

- - . S L

Alanagas

€c. Dist, III Planninr & Teveloprens Vords
Tm [.L‘!}i‘t!f'flh"h “‘1.'\)4(':' ST e RN

RPN

Magnr nf Orepary

Heopeo 0o,
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OPTNIOK BSSCIUTION !

A RLOIOTION ITPRISIDG AN OFINIDN COF THID WILLINGHIGD AND
" ABTLITY CF THE IOVER NICBEARAW FATURAL RIHOUNS s DISTRICT
0 CCOPEATE IN TuE DEVAIORMENT OF A MULTI-USZ WTAR
FROJZCT, SE&ETIG WATIR FROM A FUOMP-3TCRAGS GZT W TICH
FACTLITY TO BZ LzvBIOFED BY THE U5 AR CORPS CF SIFINEIRS.

VHESEZAS, the U,.S, Army Corps of Engineers propeses to construct a pumped
storage slectrical generation facility in ths Grecory County South nlota
ercaj and

WHERELS, the forebey dam of such a facility eould be a source of water
for a multi-use water project in south central South Dukota and north esniral
Nebraslka; tnd

WHEREAS, o need for water resource development is svident during ths
fraquent years of below normal rainfall; end

WEERE.LS, verious studies indicate that ithere are noarly 50,000 acres of
potentisl irrigable lands in Nebraska adjoining the Grogory Gounty South
Iekota ares; and

WHEREAS, domeatic water suppliss are not sufficient in some ecommnitles; and

WHEREAS, wmunieipalities and rural water distyicta ere nesidng adejuate
watar sources| and

WHEREAS, the lower Niobrara NRD desires to ses tho davelopment cf moasures
whieh will meet public naeds, and .

WHEREAS, the Lower Nicbrara Natural Rescurcos District hss within the
Nobraska area, the power and guthority and at lsazt e rertion of the fineneial
ability to provide the necessary assurances requirad by tho Secretary of Army
prior to the construction of the propesad project.

WOW THERZFORZ BE IT RESOLVED, that upon corpletion of a plan for construstion
satisfactory to itself amd to other potertial project cponaars, the Lower
Nicbrara Ratural Resources District intends to provids io the Secretary of
Army such assurazncas as it may 1tseld reasonably provids within {imancizal
lipitations, and to seck the cooparative sponsorship ¢f such other nor-
foderal interests as are essential to provide th fimancicl resources recessary
for compliance With such assurances:

Hosolved and passcd this _ 11 day of __January 1677 by the
Lower Niobrara Hatural Ressurces Listrigt. )

| el U )

Chairman
pE
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PROGRAMS:

swil and Waier Cunservation
Water Protection

Flood Control

Resource Conseration
Grass Seeding

Tree Plantng

\ : .
L awar  SNioprars

g ]
i\‘azu iesource JisTTich

P.O. Box 203
Buts, Nebraska 63722

¥arcn 30, L9V7
Gus. J. Farabatsos, Chiefl Fl Division
Dept. of army, Corps of Engin
Box 102, Downtown Station
Omaha, NE

5
& B
5P

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

We have reviewed the Missouri River Draft Envirornmental 3latement and will
relate a faw of cur impressions.

Pipst we feel it would have been beneficial £o have had a copy of the
Umbrella Study.

Bank Protection--We reccenize 2 peed for bank trotection along several
reaches of the Missouri River and arproclale sesilng spscific sites within
our irea which are authorized by secricn 32, PL §3-25% as possible sirsamocank
protection sites, nagely Chot2an CreeX and Sunshine *‘tom. We would however
like to s2e gulde;lnes changed which required lseal sporsor, under the stream-
bank protection program to 2ssume cparation and maintainancs of = project after
compled2 T+ seems unfair {or lccal sponsers to

works of improvement are gfa. L
maintain correciive measures on a proslem which may have besn caused by a Corp
stem reservairs

project (constant releases from main

is obvicus “nat demands are increasing for
elactricity. When additi neration facilities ars developed we would
suprort 2 minimm dlsturoq“:e of natural resources angd aaaﬂuate sonsideration
be given to individuals wio may be reguested Lo relocate and/or s2ll land for

deve lopment.

Additional Hydro o+

We are particurlarly interssted ir. tne CGregory ‘7urty Pumred Storage Site.
We suppert the study for 11c;uiirg & mulili-use water development project in
coniunction with the proposal. We believe thers are a nurber of ares water
related problems which coald be solved if a viable project cculd be developed
with the pumped—sta*age site a3 a walsr sourcs.
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Mirch 30, 1977
Gais J. Karabatses

On Site Rearing Ponds—We understand that the outstanding fishing success
that was common in years immediately following installation of the mainstem
dams has dropped off in later ycars. We can see some merit to the addition
ef rearing ponds on lake Franeis Case if researcn indicates a feasible program.

National Wild and Secenic Rivers Act Designation-—This particular area
is not within our district. We hewever would like a clarification as to what
prercgatives of lozal ownership might be lost, and who would be the local sponsers
end their responsibilities.

Sincerely,
T .
— ; Vs
i e
y
Keith Drury

District Manager

c¢ Lewis and Clark NRD
Earl Rowland
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=1ErRrA CLUB
ek 2, 1077
General
Misgouri River iwiszi--
T.5. Corpe of Toinears
2.% North 17th Stureet
Omara, Nebrasia 68172
Dear Ganeral Rsad:
Than!: ou fn= r
stabllization »
Poneza, Tebraska.
l. Thas proprsed plzn 9
as a Natilocnal Reo
3 1la certainly :zorm
powh Ly thz N
thzir last
iand and wa
. sgurces, T
2.
3. imatalyr 037 48 rha
s Tedavi FrverTie
Shis o omore Qo=
4, N io-rial and ni-al
aryenititubee af tax FTS LR
5.
and navigati
thna hamafivs i
which nzva "¢ -
atretch of r Lot LT tRa osarma gl
tian in *he
THADGRC compassin ot foe the saerh e soe a0 W, L
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T also widerstand as ¢ reaslt of information meinc from the meeving, that
the Tisk and wildlife resournos akove the Sioux City arez have already been
afferiod oy the 19U0 projent,

Thari you arain fer responding o my request for information.
Sincerely,
/WY -J)"a:t.dumw
Ma. Iris “atchorn

Representative, Elkhor-
Valley Sierra Zlub Zroup

cc: Ken upgo, President-Clkharn Valley Group
Bob Warrich, President-~ME Chapter ¢~ *%e Eierra Club
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Annual Meeting, Xearney. Netiupasxka, Tebruas iy 4-45 1277, Zasolution No.
Y

Misscull Rivrav,

WHERIIAS the Misscusi Tiver batusss s vaksta ongd

Ponca, Mehraska,

Missouri uremaining i- o wolatbivaly natur-.

leled opportunities for natursl acenis Tty maline outdoor
recresticn, the anhanoar-1t -nd sropagsoi-n ~F wildliye, the ore-

servation of woedland=s and watlinds, armd tha improvement of fishe-
eries; and
WHEREZS this rench = Lhe lissszc: =i

1y with tre roach Zrxam Sisns Tity, Towa -

ization fer navigation has naan agromearicd by channel degradation,
atage lowering, illogical land usa eonversiaon, woodlands and wetlands
destruction, water qualiiy degradatisn, zad lack of oublie land and
access=; and

WHEREAS the reach =f the lMissauri betwesern Tarkion and Sonca

also centrasts markaedly witl the rasach betwaes Ponza and Siocux City,

LN}

Iowa, where "“hard &K stzbillizeti~n measures kave deograded natural
scenic valuz and ensaugagsd the sives w- stralshcen oy "channhelice"

itself destroving valuable fiih end wil2lits

al opprrtunities; zang

WHERENS the Bureaw of ITuvdeor Feoreatisn has praopas<d that the
Teach of the Misscuri fiver batwecn Yaniton and Peonca be designated
a National Recreation River witiiin the Will and Scenjiec Rivaer
system; and

WHERERS bank ern~sion is JQCUILNG en thir ragch of rivers,

-

5



resulting in losses of valuable riparian habitat as well as hardships
to bordering land owners in Nebraska and South Dakota; and

WHEREAS The U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers has advocated experi-
mental, "soft" stabilization measures consistent with the scenic
values of the natural river at a limited number of sites experiencing
savere bank erosion as a feature "with-plan" for Recreation River
designation; |

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Nebraska Wildlife Federation
at 1ts Anpual Meeting assembled February 4-6, 19?5, in Kearney, Nebr-
aska, supports Recreation River designation within the Mational Wild
and Sc¢enic Rivers System of the reach of the Missouri River between
Yankton, South Daketa and Ponca, ﬁebraska; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Nebraska Wildlife Federation
implores the State of Nebraska, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Bureau of Outdocr Recreation, conservation and other interested
groups at the national and local levels actively to support the
National Recreation River designation and to proceed with the devel- {
opment and execution of such plan immediately: and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Nebraska Wildlife Federation '
unalterakly opposes channelization for navigation; extensive stabili- l
zation; traditicnal "hard" bank stabilization: and any and all meas-
ures which would degrade natural scenic vazlues, encourage the river
to channelize itself, or in any other way alter the natural, free-
flowing, meandering character of the river:; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a cepy of this resolution be for- '
warded to the National Wildlife Federation with the request that it l
be introduced, considered, and adopted by the delegates in attend-
ance at the national convention assembled in Washington, D. C.,

March 25-27, 1977.
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“Mangge compassion both for the carth and for man”, - - M Sandus
[ ! _

NEBRASKA CHAPTER,
o e

SiErRra CLUB

March 26, 1977

General Willism E, Read
Missouri River Divisicn
V.8. Corps of Engzineers
215 NHerth T7th St.
Omaha, Nebrasis 68102

Dear General Read,

I have recieved Ma, Irls Watchorn's statements concerning ths Draft EIS for the
Missouri River ard acho her concerns, with a few additional comments,

The Missouri River wes a large, frae flowing rivar, draining the upper grsat
plaing of the United Statesz asd contalngng vithin its scological environment,
many uljqEe features that are lmow completly destroyed by the dama,oreated by
the Pici Eloan Flan,

One small segemont of a once great Tiver, ils that remenant betweex Gavins Point

and Ponca Nebraska, While I commend the Corp f{or recsmmending that it be coneid-
ered as a2 Natlonal Recreation River under the Wild and Scenis Rivers Act, I questian
the baniatabilizatlcn necassary for it to ramaiom in 1ts natural fres flowing state.

Could nat the groat deal of mon§ required for this kind of stabilization be used
to purchase mora land along its 3ides, s0 that the river can meander as it has
done historically? It wes only until fairly Tecantly, that farming practicea
went right up to the rivers banks, and only then because of She dams.

I do appreciats the stcess provided in the plan, but I would 1ike it to remain
a3 much in & natural state as possible. The area haes tremendous recrsation potan~
tial, and wvise a cardful decisions mist be made to develope the river correctiy.

1 am sorry this comment 1s a litile late, but farming has been a littls hectie
this week, I hope you will accept this in preparation of your final EIS.

Sincerely Ioura .
T gt

Robert Warrick, Chairman

Nebraska Chapter of the Siarra Club
RR1 Box 11

Mesdow Grove,

Nebraska 68752

caz Irls Watchorn
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MISSOURI RIVER BANK STABILIZATION ASSOCIATION
NEWCASTLE, NEBRASKA 68757

March 23, 1977

Gus J. Karabatsos

Chief, Planning Division

Dept. of Army, Corps of Engineers
P.0Q. box 103 Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Mr. Karabatsos;

[ am writing to express the views of the Missourt River
Eank Stabilization Association on the Draft Environmental
Impeact Statemen. for the Missouri River, South Dakota,
Nebraska, North Dakcta and Montana.

We support very strongly the bank stabilization part of
the plan, The work presently being done is drawing very
favorable comments from sportsmen, environnentalists and
land owners in our area,

We take exception to the statement on I-13 - .21 (those
portions specifically required by section 161 and those
permitted by section 32), On page I 12-1,20 (¢} you quote
directly from the bill, "at & minimum demonstration pro-
jects shall be conducted at multiple sites on (2) that
reach of the Missouri River between Fort Randsll Dam, South
Dakota and Sioux City, lowa., 43) that rea::\;E‘EHE—ET;;;:;i
River in North Dakota &t or below Garrison Dam; and sub
section 1, section 16l at PL 94-587 modified section 32
subsection ¢ (3) striking the 'and' and edding 'including
areas' ® named in the biil this does not say specifically
required as you interpret it,

We approve the designation of the Missouri River from

Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park as & Receeation River
[-29 - 1.56, but with reservations. On [-30 - [.60 you
mention private uses of the river bank land and water may

be scmewhat incompatible with the proposed designation.

We strongly hope that the easements and permit actions

you plan will not be of 8 nature that restricts the adjacent
landowners to the point they will not want to sell or lease
lend for scenic or recreation easements. On page 11-7-2.14
we strongly support the continued stabilizetion menticnedin
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this section. In our area from Fort Randall Dam to Pofica
State Park this would save riparian hsbitat, many scenic
areas, some buildings and farm land. On page 11-9-2,21
you mention the decline of the paddle fish below Gavins
Point. The fishermen in that area are reporting excep-
tionally good snagging this year, 1977,

Page IV-4 and IV-5, "bBeneficial Effects of Bank Stabilization"
covers and explains very well the effects and also the need
for bank Stabilization,

We strongly support the statement in 5,10 page V-3,
Sincerely

(o (i b

Eari Rowland
President
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STATEPLANNING BURE AU * n/kgb
State Ceitol APA‘ V3N orice of
Pierre, South Dgkelz 57331
605/224-3561) EXecutive Management

PhE s e .

March 24, 1977

Mr. Gus Karabatsos

Chief, Plarning Division

Department of the Army

Missouri River Division, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station

Cmaha, Nebraska 6810

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement...
Misgsouri River-South Dakota, Nebraska,
North Dakota, and Montana. (S.D. EIS
#080277).

Dear Mr. Karabatsos:

The Scuth Dakota State Planning Burezu has distri-
buted for review the draft EIS pertaining to the Missouri
River. The following comments were received from the
S.D. Department of Natural Resources Develcpment:

We bave no adverse comments on the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement-Missouri River-South
Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and Montana, with
the fellowing exception:

Section (b}, page 2: We thoroughly disagree
with the propeosal that the bank stabilization
projects as proposed be subject to the non-fed-
eral requirements for (1) larnds, easements and
rights-of way, (2) hold and save the United
States free from damages, and (3) assume oper-
atiorn and maintenance.

These projects do not address iocal problems.

They are problems of the entire federal Missoursi
Project and should be handled just the same as

any oilher preblem arising from that project: i.e.,
the problems should be handled as a federal respon-
sibility. .
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Mr. Karabatsos
March 24, 1977

Both the 8. D. Department of Environmental Protection
and the S. D. Department of Game, Fish, and Parks have
requested an extension in review time. When their comments
are received we will forward them to you. Hopefully, time
will allow you to consider their comments. Thank you
for the oppertunity to review and comment.

Sincerely,

A

Dan R. Bucks
Commissioner
State Planping Bureau

DRE/afw

TN
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A L\i .i Of? “n
Department of Natural Resource Development

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office Building Number 2, Prerre, South Dakota 57501
Phone 605/224-3151

April 28, 1977

Brigadier General William E. Read

Division Engineer

Corps of Engineers - Missouri River Division
P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station

Omazha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

This Department has reviewed the Draft Technical Report (Appendix 1)
and the Draft Eanvironmental Statement prepared by the Corps of
Engineers on the Missouri River (the Umbrella Study). Generally,

we concur in the statements and conclusions presented with the
exceptions as noted herein.

The foliowing are some minor comments:

1. Page B-14, fifth line - I believe it would be more
appropriate to say that in areas with annual precipitation
of 18 inches or less, 1G60-acre farms proved too small.

2. Pages C-50 and S$1, paragraph 125 - I believe a
statement should be added, "Large releases of water
from the Gavins Point Dam causes water to back up in
the James River, due to its low gradient, and can
contribute to lecal flooding problems."

3. Page E-10, paragraph 17, the sentence "Irrigation
typically commands the use of agricultural chemicals
which could lead to addition of sal:is in the soil and
an additional source of wildlife poison.” I believe
this sentence is conjectural, without adequate
documentation, and should not be included in the report,

4. Page E-89, paragraph 171, the scntence "Those
outstanding features which provide the eligibility for
designation and which could be adversely affected by
Section 10 and Section 404 permit acticns will be
preserved by inclusion of appropriate constraints as
conditions of individual and general permits." 1

believe it would be well to spell out what some of

the "appropriate constraints" might be, so that people
could evaluate their effects upen lccal water developments
needs.
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Brigadier General William E. Read
April 28, 1977

S. Page E-123, second statement from bottom of page
relating to "regulation of water flow". Do you foresce
that this designation of the river could require the
release of water for recreation at the expense of

other uses in the event of serious shortages of water?

The major difference we have with the report is with the conditions

for implementation of the bank stabilization proposals. Specifically,
these conditions are the requirements for non-Federal sponsorship as
called for by legislation currently in effect. We appreciate the offer
of the Corps to maintain the projects for five years. However, the
report itself makes a very pood case, in a number of places, that the
needed work is caused by the Missouri River System of main stem
reservoirs and navigation channel and that bank stabilization is a

cost of doing business for the System. Several local entitles have
reluctamiy agreed to provide sponsorship for some of the initial work
in order to move it along. However, none of them feel they are capable
of sponsoring all the work that is needed. These are not local flood
control problems in the usual sense; rather, they are part of the
operation of the Basin System and should be dealt with as such.
Therefore, we reserve the right to continue to press for a change

in the Federal legislation requiring local sponsorship for erosion
control on the Missouri River., Any other commitment en the part of
this Department will require further Executive and Legislative action.

We believe the bank stabilization plan as offered is a good one. We
certainly agree with the statement on page D-23, "Lack of bank
stabilization, for example, will not preserve the river in its present
form, tather it will preserve a regime of continuing change--for the
worse, in this instance."

I am please to know the Corps of Engineers is seriously considering
local multiple purpose uses of water from the Gregory County pumped
storage uait. This will greatly enhance a prcoject facility which
will apparently be needed to provide the greatest hydropower benefits
from the Missouri River System. The State and local interest in
Gregory County are moving forward with arrangements to plan and
implement this multiple use of water.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the report at
this field level. The official comments and views of the Governor
will be forthcoming upon request by the Chief of Engineers at a later
date.

Yery truly yours,

ern R.Wéul.lcg =

Secretary

VWB:nrf

CC: Gavernor Richard F. Kneip
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’ i Division of Administrotion
Deportment of Gome, Fishy andd Parks

Plesre, South Daketa 57501 - Phone 224.3387 3

June 21, 1477

Brigadicr Ceneral William L. Read
Divigion Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Eaginecrs

P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Statien
Omaha, Ncobraska 68101

Dear General Read:

In responsc to your letter of [ebruary 7th 1977, to review the Draft
Technical Report, Appendix I, the braft Environmental Statement and
your propuscd recomuendiations oo the Minsouri Kiver, South Dakota,
Nebraska, North Dakota and Meontana, the South Dakora Department of Game,
Fish and Parks offers the following.

Specific Comments:

B-41-83 The last sentence is in etrror. Walleye fishing in Oahe and
Oahe tailwaters is most popular, as well as the dominate

predatcr species in Lake Sharpe and Francis Case. It provides the

mainstay of the fisheries in all three reserveoirs in South Dakorta.

B-51-110 No menticn is made of minimum flows for fisheries, especially

in the major reaches bordering, or in South Dakeota, such as
the Gavins Point~3ivux City reach, the Fort Randall Dam-Lewis & Clark
reach, and tha Oahe Dam-Lake Sharpe reach. Complete stoppage of flows
ocegurring for varving pericds is very detrimental to the riveriue
aquatic habitats and fish manageoment.

B-52-112 1t has been apparent that the State's Game & Fish Departments
cannot get any Teasouable water level management by working

alone. The pussibility of good couditions for fisheries production,

one yzar out of four is better than nothing, so the states cooperate

to get some coordiuation. Tr alse should be noted thar good populations
of predator fish mzy be maintained by a substantial vear-class every

four years, but they must have forage species of suitalle size ro feed
ori. Most forage species depend on Lthe same type of spawning conditions
that produce the large predater year class. Thus with a four year cycle,
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Lrigadicr Geacral Willlam K. Read
June 21, 1977

the predater species generally have three years of poor foerage production.

- This situation has been especially true of the rescrvoirs above Lake

Sharpe, the gizrard shad's northern most tange.

E~52-112 Another factor ipgnored by this statement of cooperation is the

fact that fish reproduction can fail because ol numerous
factors other than water levels. Just because one year out of four is
selected for fish spawning water level management on a particular
reservoir, there is no guarantee that fish will produce a significant
vear class. This could happen every year the reserveoir is chosen for
special water management, Three such occurreuces in succession could
climinate the species or reduce its population to such a2 low, existing
stock would be inadequate to produce a significant year class.

In natural lakes and many artificial lakes water level conditiouns are
penerally suitable for good spawning and rearing every year. In these
waters significant year classes of sport fish, particularly large pred-
ators, occur only cne year out of three or four. So even under the

best water level conditions, good year classes develop om a 1/3 to 1/4
chance. We cannot be naive and say that good fishing can be maintained
on a four or five year cycle of good water level conditicns in the main-
stem reservoirs.

B-52~113 Lake Lewis and Clark has never been operated for high spring

water levels because of flcod control restraints; Lake Sharpe
cannot be raised inte the terrestrial vegetaticonal zone because of
facilities constructed near the 1,421 msl level.

B-53-153 Wildlife production on the Tefuges may be substantial, but in

South Dakota it cannot make up for the 500,000 acres of price
riverine habitat inundated by the mainstem reservoirs. This ceondition
is aggravated by the Corps’ lack of activity in moving on the agreed
upon plan. The net effect of the coastruction of the mainstem reserv-
oirs has been disasterous to wildlife.

B=53~115 No mention is made of the current micigation plan for Qahe

and Big Bend inm regard to management for wildlife. The
Missourl River Division is cegnizant of this plan, and is responsible
for the fact that no action has been taken on it. 1n addition, the
Corps has lLeen furnishied abbreviated management plans for the miri-
gation lands identified.

B-64=151 1971 to 1973 is a very short time span in which te base
trends., More informaticn covering longer time periods is
avallable.

B~64—-153 1970 to 1973 is again a short time span in which to base
trends. During 1971, an estimacted 2,831 paddlefish wero
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Brigadicer General William E. Read
June 21, 1377

harvested. Paddlefish informarion given is misleading. The species

is a relic because of the mainstem dams, as our studies show. The

South Dazkota Department of Came, Fish and Parks has stocked some finger-
ting aud fry in the reservoir and have an vngeing propagation project.
There is no reference te our research.

3-67-15€ First sentence, third line...''depletion", should be deposition.

©=-30-735 The Department has always considered instream flows as

necessary and a beneficial use to all riverine species whethier
aquatic or terrestrial, plant or animal, including man. We are happy
that the Corps realizes instream flows as a possible use.

C-42-102 An apparent lack of action by tho Corps of Engineers on the

Cahe-Big Bend mitigation plan for Scuth Dakota has this plan
stalled in the samc position it occupied over a vear ago. At the same
time, the Corps has produced the umbrella study at the expense of action
on the mitigation plan. It appears to us, that the Corps should complete
the Cahe-Big Bend projects and their aebligation to the people of South
Dakota, by mitigating for the Qahe-Big Bend Reservoirs first and secondly
conduct other studies.

C-80-158 and 159 Subimpoundments could sustain panfish and fill a gap
in the reservoirs fisheries. Walleyes are now the chief

predator, but there is no other abundant, highly catchable species.

Northem pike are desirable, but good panfishing is also a major need.

C-80~]60 We do net believe the concerns over large reservoir Tecreation
are "largely unfounded". Only the foolish or those who can
afford a large boat, {ish and boat the reservoirs. Small boat users
either use only a very small portion of protected embayments or stay
away completely. "Family fishing" is not available on any of the large
reservoirs. Moderately windy days, which are common in South Dakota,
show a complete absence of boats on Oahe, while many are found on
Hipple Lake.

b—-13-55 Acquisition of an interest in waver-logged lands below Fort

Randall appears to be a workable solution. Ve would sugpest
these lands be dedicated to wildlife apart from the current Qalic-Rig
Bend Mitigation plan- This would bring habitat replacement more in
line with what was lost.

D-23-80 We agree that a lack of bank stabilization will not preserve

the river in its present form, rather it will preserve a
regime of continuing change. Howaver, the lack of bank stabilization
is not all bad, as implied.

D=54-155 Sedimentation can be minimized in subimpoundments. While cold
spring rains are nc movre a threat in subimpoundiments than in
rearing ponds or lakes. Establishment of plant growth in subimpoundments
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Brigadler Cencral Welllam ¥, Read
June 21, 1977 R

would be better suited to support forage fish. The stuateweni in the
draft E1S is in error. The eliminatien of the subimpoundment is not
justified, and indeed, may be what is needed in certain areas.

D-54-156 We cannot agree with the draft's conclusion. People travel

to fish these spocies wherever they are found in suitable
abumdance. The listing of Lrown trout and the possibility of them
becoming self-sustaining is not part of our introduction program. They
were introduced strictly because of a temporary surplus at the hatclierics
and are not expected to be available in the future.

D-76-184 We believe that the environmental effects of the Gregory County
pump-storage plani will be more severe than what is indicated

here and in table D-13. Why does the pump hack need Lo be compared to

a fossil fuel plant which may not be lecated inr that same areca? The

aquatic ecosystem now existing in the effccted embayment will likely

be completely changed because of its inability to adjust to daily and

rapid reversals of intense currents, water temperatures, and chemistry.

Energy dissipators and fish screening devices should be installed in the

afterbay intake and discharge area.

D-78-188 Why just trophy fishing on Oahe and Francis Case? Lake Sharpe
also has excellent trophy pike fishing.

D~78~189 We agree with the establishment of semi-aquatic wvegetation.
This, however, does not go far enough. They must be fenced
to prevent grazing by livestock and it is questionable whether the 12
areas are enough. These vegetative areas depend on rising reservoir
pool levels in the spring and summer to imsure production of ferage
species. This has been the major management problem on the reservoir
for fish production. If rising pool levels could beo assured, these same
areas would produce some northern pike by natural reproduction.

The establishment of semi-aquatic grassy vegetation will benefit fish
production both by predator and forage species if they traverse tha
range of reservoir fluctuation and some portion of the cover is under
water every year. Lakes Sharpe and Lewis and Clark should be included
in the plan.

The pond culture of northern pike is complex. The plan outline ap-
proaches the problem, but does not take many factors into consideration.

For example:

1. Northern pike are not abundant in the reservoirs, and supplies are
aften very low elsewhersz in the state. The large volume of pike eggs
would not be available most years unless special brood stock waters were
provided. '



lirigadier Cenceral William . Kead
Juwe 21, 1977

2. Mobile hatcheries are unnecessary because the culture of unorthern
pike fry in the volumes indicated ecan be accommodated in existing hatch-
erics.

3. The management. of ponds f{rom duy to day is not tim consuming, but
they must be checked dally. Filling and drainiag requires a crew, but
to have them stay at che ponds throughout the rearing seison is a waste
of manpower. It is more efficient to have the pends all in one place,
and hacl fingerling ro the stocking sites.

4. Draining the ponds directly to the lake is clhicap, but it is never
known how many f{ish are actually being stochked.

3. Plan A addresses orly the production of aorthérn pike. OQther species
such as paddlefish and other game fish are not considered.

6. Plan B modified to develop a new hatchery complex ai Oalie Dam would
be more feasible Lecause of the additional species that could be raiscd
and operited more efficiently, giving a wider range of benefits accrued.
Cne acre ponds or larger hatchery ponds are far more useable and less
expensive than the one~third acre ponds listed.

D-83-191 Plan B should be re-evaluated because the benafits are too
narrowly defined. Just northern pike are considered whercacs
paddlefish and other sportfish species must be included.

D-83-192 Plan D does not have to displace 150 acres of crop and re-
¢reation land.

D-84-1%4 Comment same as above.
D~84~194 Same as above.
D~84-195 Lake Sharpe is omitted.

D~81-200 Selected preservation should not only be aimed at islands but
also at shoreline areas within tle high banks.

D~91-200 Evaluation of structures should Le carried our by appropriate
state and fedecral apgencies. No wmention is made of who and lLow
these structures should be cvaluated.

E=51-94 We disagree with the statement thar no mitigating measures are
necessary except possibly for zultural rescurces.

Tne Corps should install energw dissipators and fish screening devices
in the afcerbay intake and discharge area. As much habitar as possible
should be develeped around the forebay and other project facilities.
E~77-137 The Gregory County site will thus destroy cne—thousandth parc
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Brigadier General William E. Read
June 2:, 1977

of the embayment resource at Francis Case. This is a signi-
ficant impact upon that particular embaywment, but not upon the entire
resource of the project. This type of thinking has led tu the sirink-
ing and demise of many speecies. This principal of gradualism, or ane
piece at a time, is unacceptable. All mizigating measures possible
should be taken. See praceding comment.

E=-77-144 Comment same as above.

E-79-149 We agree that the establishment of a good population of a

larger preodator sportfish, that could be taken with rclative
ease by a variety of anglers is desirablec. We also agree that some
methods of propagating these fish and their forage is necessary.
Studies concerning the most efficient method of producing these desired
results are necessary. The plan for trophy fish production presented
in this draft of the E.T.S. approachies the prohlem. However, the
methods of accomplishient has some areas of errvonecus assumptions and
misconceptions. Reservoirs in South Dakota that would require stocking
of northern pike fingerling include Cahe, Lake Sharpe, Lake Francis
Case and possibly Lewis and Clark. The entire area of each reserveir
is not suitable habitat for nortiierm pike and not accessiblie to fisher-
men, therefore, the suitable accessible areas amount to about 20Z of each
reservoir for a total of abour 100,000 acres.

Qahe 60,000 ac
Sharpe 11,000 ae
Francis Case 20,000 ac

Lewis and Clark 7,000 ac
Total 98,000 ac

Stocked annually at a rate of 100 fingerlings pcr surface acre of suit-
able habitat, 10 million (2 to 2.5 inch) northern pike fingeriings would
be needed. This would require about 300 acres of rearing ponds at the
average production of 35,000 fingerlings per acre. Mortality of the
fingerling te catchablie size would be high, but this level of production
should supply at least six, 3 year old northerus inte each acre of
suitable habitat. ‘Dispersion will reduce numbers more {probably another
50Z3. The end results would be about 2 or 3 available adult pike pet
acre for every 100 fingerlings stocked iuv the target waters. This would
be an acceptable level of recruitment and probably weuld mazintain a
trophy fisheries especially if the size and linit restrictions are also
made more coaservative.

60,000,000 northern eggs would be required annually for producing
30,000,000 fry. Current capacity in existing hiatcheries could handle
that volume. There{ore, mobile hatcheries are ot necessary. The
source of eggs, however, would be very difficuilt te find during mest



phripadier General William E. Read
June 21, 1977

vears. The reservoir northern pike stocks are now so low, spawn taking
is not practicai. tastern South Dakota lakes have variahle northern
populatinns. Many years, because of low waters and winter kill, larpe
quantitics of egys are not aveilable. It would be necessary to provide
a reliable source of northarn pike eggs. This could be accomplished by
construccing a few subimpoundment lakes that would be munaged for pan-
fishing asd northem pike brood steck.

In the management of rearing pends, it is very desirable to check the
{fish and environmental conditiouns daily. This does not take a lot of
time and does not require a full day's work. It does not justify a
crew of men stationed at scatiered rearing pond locations on a full time
tasis. However, if a crew has Lo travcl long distances to check the
ponds it takes a lot of time and energy. <Constructicon of a centrally
located hatchery and ponds are the logical and efficient method of rear-
ing fish. The only energy costs involves transportation of the finpger-
lings to the stockinpg sites. Manpower costs are greatly reduced and
thosc necessary can be used for other duties when daily pond checks are
completed.

Actually, to us the most feasible plan for maintaining trophy northern
pike, plus maintaining paddlefish and increasing largemouth bass,
crappie and other fishing in the reservodrs in Scuth Dakeotz would be
to construct a new hatchery complex on existing Corps of Engineer's
land below Oahe Dam. This fish hatchery would be centrally located,
require no additional acquisition of land, have an excellent water
supply and could aiso raise coldwater species suited to the deep water
areas of the reservoirs in addition to the cther species.

Paddlefish are an historic and important part of Misscuri FRiver ecolegy.
The Umbrella Studies should recognize the impact of the dams and impound-
tants on this species and provide methods of restoring their populations.
We belicve the Corps of Enginecrs has a major responsibility for perpet-
uating the species because of the destruction of paddlefish and other
riverine species habitac from Fort Randall through Scuth Daksta. These
fish cannot be written off as an unfortunate result of the Missouri

River pruvject. The perpetuvacion of the fish in aveas now net capable

of naturally producing them is 2 justifiable cost to the project.

E-106=Talt:le-E-15 Bishop Marcy Rectory is locatcd in Yankton County,
not Clay Couaty.

E~109-212 '"Clay County State Park" should read "Clay County State
Recreation Area".

E-110-213 Comment same as above.
E~122-248% lLands identified under the currenr nitigation proposal for

Oahe and Dig Bend reserveoirs, (Ho; Island and the west unit
of the Vermillion arca), should be acquired as mitigation arcas. These
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Brigadier Gencral William L. Read
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areas acfquired as mitigation would be compatible with the recreaticnal
river devignation.

E-124-2  Iiking should be added te the list of popular activitles
prasently occurriag.

E-129 Comment same as below.
E-134-270 A stronger statement is to address this situation.

Privace attempts of stabilization have not only put car bodies,
Junk and rubble into the river, but muclh of the terrestrial gorvidor
which would be covered by scenic cosements, is alse littered with jumk,
this also must be removed.

F-27-14 thru F-30-21 and Table F-i4 Commenis made previously suggest
extensive modificacions.

faneral Comments--—

The South Dakcta Department of Game, Tish and Parks believes the timiﬁg
and releuse of the Draft of the Umbrella Scudy unfortunate in view of
the fact that it evelved at a time wiea there was a corresponding lack
of acrion on the mitigation plan for Czhe and Dig Bend reservoirs.

This reflects a lack of sincere intent by the Corps of Engincers and
specifienlly the Missouri River Division. It is our hope that the
Corps will move ¢[f dead ceater, and fulfill its obligations to the
people of South Dakota forthuith, and not carry on and devise ncw
studies at the expense of the aforementioned mitigation plan.

Provided all mirigating measures possible are implemented, the Cregorvy
County pumpzd storvage project is the most acceptable hydro-power feature
{or South Daketa. Such mitigating reasures should inelude screening,
energy dissipators and habitat development wheraver possible arovund
project facilities. o :
fdditional hydropower units atc Furt‘Rindall wonld have very adverse
cffects vn the {ish and wildlife rescurce, recreaticnal activities,

and the ontire downstream river ccology. We agree with the Corps that
further consideration of this altermative be deferred, or even better
dropped.

The 130,000 feet of bank stabilization for an araea being congsidered for
national desigration as a recreational river, may possibly preclude this
designation. This Departmen: has agreed to the censtrucction of a limited
number of bunk demonscration sites on the reach of river downstream from
Gavins Point Dar. Upon compietion of these structurcs, they are to be
assessed as to rheir physical and biclegical effects. Until this eval-
vation has been completed, we must withhold any approval coacerning
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June 21, 1977

features of this type. DProvisioms for public access to the structure
areas should be provided.

Arother mijor concern with the demonstration sites, is whea do they

ccase being demonstrations and become full blown prujecls. Coungressional
pproval of in excess of 20 sites in North Dakota protecting 80% of an
open river reach cannot be labeled demonstration.

Brnk stabilization demonstratien projects should hie staged te provide
adequate time to evaluate their compatibility with the recreational
river designation.

With industrial, irrigation, municipal and miscellaneous depletions on

the rise and causing declining stream flow, the need for extensive bank
stabilization, contrary to your statement in the draft which lacks sub-
stantiation, should be alleviated.

Areas designated under the Oahe-Big PBend mitigation plan, {west unit of
the Vermillion area, and the llog Island area), should be acquired under
the mitigation plan. These aresas will be compatible with the recreatiecnal
river.

This Department finds the recreational river proposal generally complete
and well represented. However, one of our major concerns is the dagree
and magnitude of protection native timber along the river will receive
wider this designation. The DEIS recognized that an "indirect effect

of bank stabilization may well be further replacement of woodland by
more profitable cropland". The Wational Recreation River proposal in-
dicates easement protection will gencrally be limited to within 100

feet of the river bank. We believe that all existiug native timber
adjoining the river should be afforded protection from destruction.
Anything short of this action is not consistent with the objactive of
maintaining the natural character of the river. Unless all native timber
is provided some type of protection, the statement on page E-7-12 of

the technical report regarding mitigation is not acceptable.

Insurance that any bank stabilization structure is compatible wich the
recreational river proposal, cach structure should bhe approved by the
appropriate local and state agencies, the U.S. Fisiv and Wildlife Service
and the Burcau of Outdeor Recrcatien. The Pralt should address a review
pochaniswy for the final selection and evaluation of stabilization struct-
ures.

in addition, recreatiou easements on either side of Clay County State
Racreation arca are needed to protect existing lands and fuacilities.

The size of the recreation casements could vary but it would bLe desir-
able Lo cover an area 3,000 feet east and 3,000 fcct west of Clay County
Recreation area with a depth of 300 to 2,000 feet.

Recreation easements would provide lands for hiking and nature trails,
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and possibly equestrian trails, If enough lands arce securcd. Trails of
any kind are in very short supply in the rcaion.

We suggest that restoration of trophy nortihern pike fishing be retained
in the plans, and that funds be made available to prepare A datail plan
to accomplish the goals of:

1. Re-vegetate denuded shoreline for adequate forage fish production.

2. Estzblish selected subimpoundments on eastern, Jow sediment yield-

ing tributaries of Lake Qahe, Lake Sharpe and/or Trancis Case, for pro-
ducing badly necded panfish habitat and fishing as well as maintaining

prood stock populations of northern pike.

’
T

3. Establish a new hatchary complex below Cahe Nam to nrovide fingerliag
stocks necessary to maintain trophy northern pike and paddlefish in Lake
Qahe, Leoike Sharpe, Fruncis Case and Lewis nnd Clark. The production of
coldwater species could alse accomplish, and the hatchery could provide
the necessary stocks to maintain coldwater species found suitable by
current research of the Department ¢f Game, Fish and Parks.

4., Produce and maintain harvestable paddlefish: ropulations in Lake
Sharpe znd Francis Casc. The reproduction of tihese fishes is now limited
to river areas below Fort Randzll Dam due to the constrTucticon of the
mainstew reservolrs in South Dakota.

It is recognized that fishing on the mainstem reservoirs can be improved
by development of the plans purpose in the DEIS or by suggested modifi-
cations of those plans. The Department of Game, ish and Parks is,
however, bessiged by serious money problems and is not able to commit
itgself to funding any portions of these plans. We believe that the
perpetuation of the paddlefish in reservoirs wheve spawning habitat has
been eliminated is a sole responsibility of the Corps of Eugincers.

The cost share of facility construction, operation and maintenanca costs
of the other portions of the proposed or modified plans will have to be
analyzed and worked out when developed.

South Nakota has alrcady sacrificed 2 great deal of its riverine habitat
to development of the mainstem reservoirs. It could well be that we
hava given enough, especially when one comsiders that damages done to

‘wildliic have never been mitigated. With substantial future water deple-

tions foreceen, it may be well fo give serious consideration to "No

Federal Action" or "de nothing” in regard to power generatiom, flood
control, etc. Exceptions to this "do nothing” alternative, should be
considered in areas where the Corps should compensate for the adverse
impacts they have had on Zfisheries, as suggested, and in promotion of



Brigadier Sencral Willlam I, Read
June 21, 1977

the recreation river, and in mitigation for the Cahe and Big Bend
reservolrs.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and review the Drafg
documcuts.

Sincerely,

S N i —~
%ﬂz]-%{"‘f’" 5 Seer.
o 7 i '-/""'7

Jack Merwin
Secretary

JM/JK/as
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=== (Gresory Counry PumpcD Storage Site

QEEICERT

CLTHY WEPNKE, PRESIDENY
RUN MARTDSZ, VICE-SRECIDONT
ECYARD HAIMES, SECRETARY
T L. LILLGAGSE, TREASYRER

Februarv 8, 1977

Brigadier Zeneral William I, Read, U.3. Armv
Division Tnrineer

Missouri River Civision

Co=p of Ehgineers

Post Q0ffice Box 103 Downtown Station

Omaha, lNebraska R2101

RE: GREIGIRY COUNTY PUMPED STORAGCE ZITE

Dear General Reaad:

WaTer CCRPCRATION

ADQRESS

B2 L05AN STREET
GREGORY, SOUTH CAXGTA 5750

fmone.

OS85~ 405

Enzlosed herewith is the original coov of A Recolution sigred by the
Chairman > the West River Conservancy Sub-District of Philin, South
Daxota, in respect to the assurance on water supnlv, regarding the

reguest to the Corps of Engineers, U, 3. Armv,

to include

130N acre

feat of water supply storage daily for water supnly needs a%t the
Pumped Strrage Site pronosed near Lucas, in Gregory County, South

Dakota.

This letter of intent conveying to the Corps of Engineers the assurance
of the West River Conservancy Sub-District that said Sub-District, or
other legal entities of Stata Government, will contract for repayment

o the cost allocated to the water supnly recuested,

in accordance

with the provisions of the Water Supplv Act of 1958, as amended, is ¢
heing submitted to your 0ffice through the Gregorv County Fumped
Storage Site Water Cerporation, being a nen-profit corporation cr-
ganized in Gregerv County, South Dakota, o nursue the matter of this

request for the beneficial use of water for Gregery and Tripp Counties,
South Nakota, and possibly parts of Royd and Xeya Paha Ccunties of

Nebraska,

Your attention to and consideration of cur reguest contained in this

Resglution will be greatly appreciated,

SINCERELY YCURS

éia«&?f%@

CATHY WERYMKE,
GREGORY COWNTY PUMPED STORAGE

gt?ié5i4a

/

SITE WATER CORPORATION

cc: FHarry F, Mumma, Colonel, U, S, Army
Cerps of Engineers
Post Office Bow 103 Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 658101

|__—— DIRECTORS:

‘Wesiey Doppen,  Eorl Orey, LeRey Smilh, Bobd Saerl,
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WEST RIVER CONSERVAMNCY SUB-DISTRICT
Philip, South Dakota

RESOLUTION
ASSURANCE ON WATER SUPPLY

WHEREAS, under the provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958 (Title III, P.L.
85-300), as amended by Section 10 of P.L. 87-88, approved July 20, 1961, water
supply storage for municipal or industrial and other uses may be included in
any reservoir project planned by the Corps of Engineers, provided that in any
reserveir project planned by the Corps of Engincers, provided that before con-
struction or modification of any project including water supply provisions for
present demand is initlated, State or local interest shall agree to pay for the
cost of such provisiors, and previded further that not to exceed 30 percentum
of the total estimated cost of any preject may be allocated to anticipated
future demands where State or local interest glve reasonable assurances, and
there is Teasonable evidence, that such demand for the use of such storage
will be made within a period of time which will permit paying out the cost
allocated to watar supply within the life of the project; and

A

WHEREAS, the provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended, are re-
cognized as being applicable to & reservoir under consideration on the pump
storage site near Lucas in Gregory County, South Dakota,

WHEREAS, the West River Conservancy Sub-District, considers that the pump
storage eite in Gregery County 1z a desiraSle source of water supply.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE WEST RIVER CONSERVANCY SUB-DISTRICT,
Philip, South Dakota:

1. That the West River Conservancy Sub-District is fully cognizant
of the provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended, and the require-
ments for payment of the allocated coets of water supply sterage, including
interest during constructicn and interest on the unpaid balance, annual operation
and maintenance costs and replacement costs.

2. That the Censervancy Sub-District ig full cognizant of the plan
for the comstTuction and operation of the pump storage project ingeofar as water
supply provisions are concerned and the watsr supply services to be provided by
the project. It agrees that projection of future water neceds are concerned in
and are consistant with local projectiona, and final plan for future water supply

will be directed toward utilizing the project water supply services at such time
as they are available.

3. That the West River Conservancy Sub-District of Philip does
hereby request the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, to include 1200 acre feet of
water supply storage dally for its water supply needs.

Appendix
165

~
e

am e e -




at’e

4. That the West River Comservancy Sub-District herchby givas
assurance that LI the pump storage site near Lucas in Cregory Countv, South
Dakota 1s authorized, it will prisr to {pitiation =f tonstruction, soncract
for repayment and/or wiLll have other legal enities of State goveramant contract
for repayment of the cost allocated teo water supply in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Water Supply Act of 1958, as amended,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE WEST RIVER CONSLRVANCY SUR-DISTRICT of Philip,

South Dakota has adopted this Fesolution this v day of _er . 1577,
- > . v L
\_::/ o / : L’_é /"/ &y ‘/
Chairman -7
Attest:

(,Y ’du., ’EJ[)&'{,,’ o

Erjretary O
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RESQLUTION

In support of Gregory County Pump Storage Unit by the Tripp
County Water lUser Districrc:

WHEREAS the Corps of Engineers has been actively investigating
water resource problems, needs and opportunities of the Missouri River;
and

'WHEREAS, the proposed Gregory County Pump Sorage Unit has the
installed capacity of generating 1180 million killowats of needed
electrical power; and

WHEREAS an opportunity exists that could provide Gregory and
neighboring counties with domestic municipal and irrigation water;
and

WHEREAS, the Tripp County Water User Disctrict is nearing final
engineering design and has an anticipated cempletion date of 1977 on
a tather large rural water distribution system with ground water as
their sole source of water.

Now, Therefore, be it RESOLVED that the Tripp Countf Water User
District endorses and supports a proposed mulri-purpose Gregory County
pump storage unit that would supply Missouri River water for rural
and municipal use in water short areas; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Water User District be consicered
as a potential user of Missouri River water if costs and delivery

conditions were equivalent te their existing ground water supply.

"//’r?’ . 2 ;-f ‘X—{/—\?(IAMJ ol ;/"é = /‘2
ATTEST: , =

Dot fo)atns ' ’

SEND TO: Harry F. Mumma, Colonel
Corps of Engineers
Missouri River Division
Box 103
Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 63101
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RESCLUTTION

BE IT RESOLVED that the Clay County Cormiseioners Lareby approve the concept
of the U. S. Arpy Corps of Ensineeras proposal, to designate the Wissourl Hiver
froa Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park as a National Reersation River, in the
rationel syatem of wild and scenic rivers; and as A multi-purnade plen to includs
tang etabilisation, recreation access and proteciion of ratural scenic and hias-

2

torical values, as authorised by ihe Wild and Scenic Rivers act, P, L. 90-542 of

Qetober 2, 1968.

Dated at Yermillion, South Dakota this 3rd dey of November, 1576

Commiagicner Cotton moﬁed the adoption of the foregocing resolution;
Motion secnnded by Commisaloner Peterson .

ROLL CALL: Jmle Psterson-syn, Connie C. Coticn-aye, laniel Bylander-aye.

Upen which voting the above resolution was passed und adopisd.

g R < A
SN F / s f‘-f?‘ PR
Danjel 3ylander, Chairman
Board of County Commissioners=
, 2 / Clay County, Goutih Dmkotia

ATEST e T
Egther Girard
County AuwdAltor
Cley lcounty, South Dmkota
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BASIN ELECTRHC 1INMT EAST INTERSTATE AVENUE
POWER COQOPERATIVE prone rovzseent  1wx nosr zsaz

President
Thiessen March 21, 1977
Yire
Clarenice
Welander
Fes
Denmnis
Lindberg
P HMr. Gus J..Karabatsos, Chief
Seeretary Planning Division, Department of
:gﬂ?" the Army, Missouri River Division
Corps of Engineers
. Post Office Box 3, Downtown Station
Directurs Omaha, Nebraska 6810t
Beyers
Mo Dear Mr. Kerabatsos:
E:i?’ Hydro Electric Power Plants
Lodeepnl:
"é’ We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft environmental
Eﬁél statement concerning certain additions and modifications being pro-
Beuish. 1 D posed for the Missouri River and its dams. In reviewing the draft
statement, we have several areas of concern,
Arthut
g:ﬁﬁ 1. We note that 457 megawatts of gensration are proposed at Fort
a0 Peck and Garrison. We note on page IV-23, that ccrtain corridors
J, William for transmission are delineated. With the above amount of generation
éfﬂfr being planned for MNorth Dakota, it would seem nccessary to define
Mon: additional corridors between North and South Dakota as this continues
Dennis to be 2 critical area relative to power transmission stability
Lindberg considerations.
ke Dot
lowa
Quentini 2. In paragraph L.36 on page IV-15, you address water intake
Louden problems in the 75 mile reach beiow Garrison. Bascd on the information
Martm given, it would appear that there wil! not be a problem regarding intake
water levels at our Lejand Clds power plant provided that the river
:fm‘wc- level does not drop bejow 1,661 ft. above mean sea level for extended
ork N N . .
Mandan periods of time. I(f the river level at the Leland Olds Station were
kD to stay below 1,66) ft. above MSL for extended periods, it would be
C.R. necessary to do some dredging in the river at the intake structure
Thiessen and some modifications to the existing intake structure. However,
ol when the hydro power additions have been authorized, we feel it prudent
and necessary to evaluate flows at our intake structures to determine
Clarence if any adverse impact alleviatior action will be reguired due to either
Welander low water levels, erosion, or deposition of silt.
NI
L4 3. We would like to express our support to the hydro power additions
Manager including the additions at Fort Peck and Garrison, as well as the
éﬁ:ﬁ?L‘ Gregory County pumped storage facilities. With the increasing concerns
about our worid's dwindling suppiy of energy, particularly fossil fuels,

~{
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kr. Gys J. Karabatsos

March 21, 1977

it becomes increasingly imoortant that we develop our self-renewing,
clean hydro resources to the maximum extent feasible to meet our
vital erergy regquiraments.

Pleasa keep us advisad of the status of the developiment of
hydro rescurces ac they oregress.  Thank you.

Stacarely yours,

PN

George C. Paraskeva, [
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National Wildlife Federation

1412 16TH ST., NW., WASHINGTON, D C 20036 Phone 202—797-6B0C

March 23, 1977

General William L. Read
Missouri River Division ;
G.S5, Corps of Engineers ‘
215 North 17th Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68102

Dear General Read:

The National Wildlife Federation staff has raviewed your agency's draft
| environmental statement for developmental work on the Missouri River in
Montans, the Dakotas and Nebraska, also koown as the "umbrella plan.”

The following are our comments relative to the components of this plan.

The Pederation requested information from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
op its initial review and comments on the plan which were contained in a
letter to you dated January 12, 1977, We note that the FWS speciiied that
points made in that letter did not constitute its official analysis report
as required upder the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; but we do wish

to gtate that we support these preliminary comgents by the FWS. I might
alac mote that the Federation is not constrained by limitations of that act
on the parameters of cur comments,

Bank Stabilizatiom: Control techniques designed to reduce or eliminate river
bank ervosion as depicted and described in the DEIS are certainly woerthy of
consideration and possible use where appropriate In any river protection
program. Certainly these techniques would have been much more acceptible
environmentally on sumercus other Corps projects dealing with bank protection.

However, since these erosion control techniques are stili experimental in
nature and remain vet in the demonstration and amalysis stage, the Federatjon
questions the wisdom of including these structures in the development program
until their full effect oo the Missouri River fishery is known. The Federation
also questions the implication by the Corps that such structures can be emplaced

in the Missouri River between Yankton and Ponca State Park without affecting the
status of the river under critaria of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

i While bank srosion and shifting of the main river channel below Gavins Point
Dam could be expected to continue to at least some degree under normal
operating discharges from that dam, the Federationm believes that accelerated
discharges duripg the past two summers are largely responsible for accelerated
bank erosion and damage te adjoining croplands. This problem must be addressed.
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N'ationai Wila

The Federation centinuas to be alarmad ovar damage t the shoreline at the
Farl E. Mundt Nacicaal W 1ife Refuge and would be willing te confer with the

i
Corps at any ~ime on zossiti2 Temcdies which would be envirormentally acceptaple,

The Fedaration zlso believes that biliZraticon weasures which will

result in the conversion of rivey frinpe wordlands te culfivated arops wust be
dealt with bty the Corps in its cverall witigation plao. Although thiz Js an
indirect oss. it is nenetheless a direct resul:t of river alterations resuliicg

from the umbrellaz plan.

Hvdes—Powor Cenaritipn
Garrison Dams ave of gre
fisheries and water-rsa

Az the Corps' DEIS soints ost, the inersasag
27fect for up Lo L0 miles dovnstrean from ‘rri;on
beiuvy; For:t Peck Dam, The result wili ze Lhe destru
well as fish reproducticn zwd declime oi henciiz oo
therein.

ourlu&
ziles
as

1]
[ )

¥hile the Corps has, in the section O aling with the nortinra pike
rearing ponds, quancified dollar heane froo that part of the plan,
we have ueen unable to Iind a detzile o delilar losses te be
expectad Jrom the vlan's lzpacts an ot nery, water-relath 2
ticvn, rdparian wildlife hoasizic operatizos assaciated with

the dovelopments proncsad bolow fhese

The Fuderation guestions tha alvisability oi idding turthize units at Iaese
two dams without Zull ceonsideraticn beding guvern to pmped-storace unlts as
wviable alterzatives. 2 zocxpt the Corrs’ cpesal fov a pumred storage unit
in Gregorv Count as tre 8l: essC advarss envirenmestal
impacts but czanot C:

power at Torf Feck

Recreation
HMissour
Recreation =
with the exceptisn
thiat these Zeasures

river's fisnery. 24

cannot aceest fadl. & 5¢ s
would ailow gualifi:ation of that nary Toas & racra cnal
river under exisfing redsral Law,

Northarn Pitie Resring Tond bare acczd that prasent malnsten reservoirs
behavad much tae sans 23 W £ vhe country

W reselrvoirs in othwer parts ol th
g0 far as fish veproduc zoowth Ls coacarmed. Shertlr affer impound-
ment, natural reproduct
phencnmenal growth whizh
for northern pike, Afte
growth and siifts Lo aeiher
habitat for the northern pir

pike fisbery of nacional
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National Wildlife Federation

the annual release of 5 million fingerlings. It is interesting that fishery
biclogists of the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks conducted
exhaustive studies on Fort Randall Reservelr in the nid-195C's and coacluded
that an ample broed stock of preferred game fish was present in the Missouri
River and recommended against any stocking of the mainstem reservoirs.

The Federation, in conclusion, asks that the questions we have addressed herein
be given fuil consideration by the Corps in 1ts development of a final enviroo
mental impact statement aod that altermatives suggested be given full attentzion
and analysis in the FEIS,

The Federation ccntinues to be coucerned that such emvirommental values as the
sport fishery below the mainstem dams with its attendant multi=-million dollar
recreational investment may be seriously damaged Ly parts of the present plan.
We stress that every effort must be made to protect for the future the remnant
free-flowing Missouri River bottomlands and their asseclated wildlife values

and that all emvirommentally acceptable alternatives to power gemeration as
proposed at Fort Peck and Garrison Dam be given full and complete consideration.

Sincerely, : )

Executive Vi Tesident

ec: C, Griffith, NWF Reg, Executive, Walter Hoff, NWF Reg. Director,
North Dakota Wildlife Federation, Nebraska Wildlife Federatiom, r
South Dakota Wildlife Federation, Montana Wildlife Federatica.

Tal
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MAILING ADDRESS STRIET LOCATION:
Fost orfﬂsut éid'ﬁ 10597 Weel Sicth Avenue
Demar jergl Center Lakewoosd, Colorade
™ RCFLY AEFER TO: Danvwr, Colorsaa 40335 Across From Federal Canter
ENV

Brigadier General Wiiljam E. Read
Division Englineer

Missourl River Division

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear Genaral Read:

This letter provides U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service comments on your
Draft Tachnical Report (Umbrella Study, Appendix 1) Missouri Rliver,

South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and Montana, dated January 1977.

Our response is provided as requested in your letter of February 9, 1877.
This Is not our official report as provided for under the Fish and
Witdlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 4C1, as amended; 16 U.S5.C. 661 et seq.).
We are unable to provide an officlial Fish and Wildlife Coordlnation Act
report on this study because of insufficient project data and inadequate
lead time for thorough review. We request, however, this letter accompany
your Technical Report and Tentative Recommendatlons Report when they are
forwarded for revlew and approval consideration, and submission to
Congress.

Please note this letter presents a general discussion of our areas of
concarn. Appsnded to this lettsr are mora detalled comments on specific
sections of the Draft Technical Report (DTR).

Approximately 1.2 million acres of land and irreplaceable river bottom
habitat have been destroyed as the result of lnundation by the six main
stem reservoirs. Of the originai 1,039 miles of Missourl River between
Fort Pack, Montana, and Sioux Clty, lowa, conly about 400 miles of open
river remain, and even these reaches have been modified by changes in
flow regime. An analysis of project features proposed in the UTR and
their relationships and impacts on fish and wildlife resources in
remalning open reaches of The Missqur! River is cause for major concern.

HYDROPOWER
Fort Peck
Anticipated project Impacts resulting from proposed hydropower peaking

operations include sericus degradaticn of aguatic resources in the
Missouri River, Montana and North Caketa,
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Two hydropower azlternatives at Fort Peck Dam =re considered In the
document: (1) a 185-megawatt power addlition with reregulation dam

8 miles downstream (Range 4), and (2) a 185-megawatt power addition
wlthout reregutation. A third alternative was identified sarlier by
+he Corps of Engineers and Inciuded a 185-megawatt power addition with

a rereqgulation dam 5 miles downstream (Range 3). A Fish and Wilidllfe
Service analysis of these tThree zlternatives set forth in a previous
pianning ald fetter concluded that the third alternative described above
had the least adverse effect on fish and wild!ife resources.

Our planning ald letter alsc concluded that the Range 4 rersgulation
atlternative would not be opposed by the Fish and Wildiife Service if
lands acqulired for the project are managed for wildiife with operation
and malntenance funds provided as a cost fo the project., in addition the
lettar documented a need for acqulsitlion of an additional amount of land
to offset remalning project-caused wildlife tosses. |t also recommended
that all listed flsh and wildliife rescurge mitigation measures be
included as a part of any request for authorization to construct
additional hydropower facilities at Fort Peck.

Our review of infermation In the OTR supporting the selected Range 4
hydropower addition at Fort Peck reveais that operation and maintenance
monies required for fish and wildife management programs were not
Identifled as project-related costs. Your regulation EP 1165-2-1

dated January 10, 1975, Section 20-2, Indicates they should be project
costs.

Although the need for additional mitigation lands was Included,
tdentification of lands above the reservolr fluctuatlion zone for wlidiife
management purposes was omitted., |In addition, there remains a &9-acre
discrepancy which should be clarified batween the Corps’ figures and our
analyses of project-caused Impacts for the Range 4 alternative.

in view of the significant loss of fish and wildllfe resources and
assocliated habltat, we oppose construction of hydropower features as
currentiy planned at Fort Peck Dam.

Garrison

Proposed sdditional hydropower unlts at Garrison Dam will have a major
Impact on the downstream fishery. The “pike hole" 2rea and tailrace
fishery will be destroyed, and significant degradation of the river
fishery wiit occur for 30 miles downstream.

Impacts on the Garrison Natlonal Fish Hatchery will inhibit efficient
hatchery operatlion. Anticipated Impacts +that the rise In ground-water
tevels will have on The hatchery and hatchery operations are as follows:
frost heave of the piping system; Inabi!lty of ponds to be dried out
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and disced; less affective pond drainage; Tnundation of portions of the
domestic sewer system and ali four outside ketties; and settlement and
related material stresses to all foundations, piping, and ¢ther underground
structural components.

The recommended mitigation effort described in the report for the proposed
peaking operation will not prevent damages to +he fish hatchery. Service
hydrologists foresee impacts to the National Flsh Hatchery as more savere
than those recognized by the Corps. This was pointed out In previous
correspondence to you.

In view of the significant loss of flsh and wild!ife resocurces and
assocliated habitat, we oppose construction of hydropower features at
Garrison Dam as currently planned.

Gregory County

The Gregory County pumped-storage project appears to be acceptabie from
a flsh and wildlite standpoint, provided fish screening devices and
proper energy dissipators are used In the afterbay-Intake area.

Fort Randall

We agree that additlonal hydropower units at Fort Randal! Dam should

be deferred. Additlonal units at the dam wouid have adverse Impacts

on fish and wiidlife resources equal! to or greater than those anticipated
at Fort Peck and Garriscn.

BANK STABILIZATION

We beiieve the portion of the OTR covering bank stabl!ization should be
expanded to Include 2 more detaiied analysis of altarnatives. Special
emphasis should be given to environmental considerations and providing
additionat Information on the economic analysls of the selected plan
and alternatives. Our observation of past bank stablllzation structural
control methods leads us to belleve they are seif-perpetuating. That Is,
after one set of structures is completed, those structures divert flows
to other areas, resulting in new erosion and further bank stabiiization.
Such a situation has occurred on the Sacramento River in aorthern

- Californfa. In 1961, the Corps of Engineers started work on Phase !
of the Sacramento River Bank Protection project which encompassad
80 miles of bank protecticn. This phase was completed in 1974 but
apparently was insufficlent. In 1975, work started on Phase || which
calls for an additional 77 miles of bank protection.

Ancther consaquence of such bank stabilization structures relates to
The clearing of adjacent land. Throughout the lower Missour! River
whers such structures have been Installed, there are numerous examp | es
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where landowners have cleared riparian timber adjacent to the structures

unti! very little or nho timber remains. This clearing, couplad with

the adverse impect of bank stabilization structures on aguatic habitat,

effectively changes a river from a high-value scosystem to 2 low-value
ditch.

In the past, we agreed to implementation of the Missouri River Bank
Stabilizaticn and Demonstration Project without the Corps of Engineers
preparing an environmental impact statement. However, this was done

with the ciear understanding that information gained from that experimental
project wouid be used to make decisions regarding future bank stabilization

measures. Moving ahead with extensive stabilization measures before
evaluation of the Demonstration Projsct Is premature. Therefore,

In view of the obvious need to evaluate impacts of the experimental bank

stabillzation structures on fish and wildilfe resources and the degradation

caused by bank stabl!lzation structures to date, the Fish and Wildlife
Service opposes all bank stabl|lzation proposed in the Draft Technical
Report.

During a Novambar 10, 1976, meeting In Omaha, your staff Indicated that

approximately 16 milllon acre-fest of water could be marketed in the

future from the Missourl River for irrigation, municipai, and industriai
purposes. Should this occur, it wlll have an effect on the flow regime
of the river., It Is loglical to assume +that with less water, there will
be less erosion. Thus, bank stabliization would serve lts purpose only
for a relativaiy short time at a high envlironmental and financial cost.

We balleve an alternative, based on acquisition of a buffer strip in
lieu of bank stabllization structures, is the only assured method for

protecting existing fish and wildlife habitat along the Missouri River.

By purchasing a strip of land, or frouble spots, the river would have
space to meander naturally. Thls would resuit in preservation of the
existing diverse and valuable rlverine ecosystem. In many instances,
1t also appears to be more economical than the seiected plan., Bank
proetection costs range from $50 to §94 per linear foot as shown in
the DTR, Appendix 1, Table E-2. Depending on the type of structure
used, bank stabitization structures for an acre of land with 400-foot
river frontage will cost about $5,000 to $9,400 per acre in Initial
costs. In most Instances, this is several times the value of land to
be protected. The Corps of Engineers' cost estimate for 7,680 |inear
feet of intermittent, composite reveiment abutting the Karl| E. Mundt
National Wildlife Refuge Is 3585,200. The 1974 purchase prlce of

780 acres of fee titie land within the refuge was $160,000, or about

27 percent of the cost to stabliize these banks. Therefore, we believs

t+he alternative of land acquisition shouid be fully dliscussed in the
DTR.
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RECREATION RIVER

We certainly agree with the concept of a2 Recreation River and believe
1+ is needed. However, we are concerncd that if all of the proposed
bank stabilization structures as presented by tha Corps of Engineers
during the October 28, 1976, meating In Grand Island, Nebraska, are
constructed, eilgibitity for Recreation River status would become
questionable, To date, thers have been no assurances that lands necessary
to protect the integrity of the Recreation River will be sacured in

fea titie or by easement prior to construction of bank stabllization
structures. Lands should be secured before any bank stabilization
structures are bullT to ensure this feature as an integral part of the
project. The previously discussed alternative of acquiring land in fee
title and/or by easement as a means to alleviate concerns regarding
bank arosion seems more in keeping with the Recreation River concept
than the selected alternative of bank stabilization structures. The
construction of 100,035 !inear feet of revetment, 95,580 {inear feet

of hardpolnts, 97,200 ilnear feet of low-control structures, and

10,530 |inear feet of vane dikes within the Gavins Point Jam to FPonca,
Nebraska, reach appears to be Incompatible with the Recreation River
conceapt. Most of the bank stabillizatlon work would be accompllshed

In this most pristine reach of the Missour! River., The absaence of
bank protection structures Is one Important reason for this near pristine
condition.

We recommend that Recreatlion Rlver designations also be considered for
the following reaches of the Missourl River: Fort Randall Dam to the
headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake, Garrison Dam to the headwaters of
Lake Oahe, and Fort Peck Dam to the headwaters of Lake Sakakawea.

Within these river reaches, bank stabillzation measures should only

be Implementad after an evaluation of the limited number of bank
demonstration projects to determine thelr biclogical! eftfects and their
influence on Recreation River designation. Consideraticn should be given
to acquiring problem areas In fee and/or easement, or protecting them by
other means such as zoning +o ensure the future integrity of the river
system. Bank demonstration structures deemed appropriate by a "jeint
team" composed of representatives of the States, Bureau of Qutdoor
Recreation, Fish and Wildliife Service, and Corps of Engineers should.

be implementad as a last resort,

FISH-REARING FACILITIES

Based on the followlng reasons, we believe that beneflits claimed for the
fish-rearing ponds are overstated, Productivity in these reservoirs Is
largely controiled by water chemistry and regulated by such facters as
geographic location, solls, adjacent vegetal! land cover, land use, and
other factors affecting or characteristic of the drainage basin. W%hile
the reservoirs were filllng, an enriching supply of nutrients provided
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by leaching action on newly inundated solls stimuiated hlgh photosynthetic
activity. This ultimately fed to high densities of bacteria, benthas,

and plankton. Thils abundant food suppiy combined with the creation of
extensive favorable spawning and nursery habitats (primarity flooded
vegetation) for a number of |ittoral-spawning fishes resulted in a vary
high survival of young flsh., The result was a "population explosion” of

some species. After the Initlal peried of high productivity, the atundance

of baslc food organisms declined as the nutrient supply was depleted,
Erosion, slumping, and siltation destroyed spawning and nursery habitats
of many |littorai-dwelling species. Consequently, flsh specias elther
disappeared or population numbers declined.

Water level fluctuations Inherent In the current and near future water
regime In Lakes Francis Case and Dahe are not expected to be favorable
to the production of aquatic plants or the creation of other conditions
necessary for llttoral-dwelling fishes. For example, present |I1ttoral "
conditions in most of the selected pond sites in Lake Oahe as proposed
In the DTR show the continuing destructive effects of wave actlon,

wind eroslon, siumping, siltation, and accompanying turbidity. These
Interacting forces are not favorable to littoral plant establishment
snd sustained growth. Neither terrestrial nor semiaquatic vegetation
has developed to any notliceable extent anywhere along the shore in the
llttoral area since attainment of full pool conditfions In Lake Oahe nearly
10 years ago.

Providing aguatic vegetation wiil not ensure an increesed abundance of
forage fishes or northern plke. Extensive beds of natural aguatic and
semiaquatic vegetation, for example, have developed In Lake Sharpe where

& stable water leve! has been maintained for over 5 years. There has

been no upsurge in populations of elther forage fishes or any of the
principal {ifttoral-spawning specles, including the northern pike, buffalo
flshes, or carp. The overai! abundance of forage fishes has deciined
during thls paeriod, and there ls no evidence of recent successful spawning
of northern plke.

On 2 short-term basls (5 years), successful vegetal growth along the
shoreline and {ittoral area can be expected only under favorable water
levels and If costly cultural techniques are employed such as fencing
and the appllcation of inorganic fertilizers. Studies conducted by the
University of South Dakota indicate that vegetal plots along the shores
of these reservcirs were successful only if protected from grazing.

The epplication of Inorganic ferti!izer stimulated pilant growth in

some locations. On a longer-term basis, some of the embayments where
topography 1s favorable {(gentle slopes with active sedimentation) will
become revegetated naturally.

Because of its specialized spawning and nursery requirements, the
nhorthern pike virtually dlsappeared from the Missourl River Impoundments
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following attainment of a full reservoir system. The development of

climax waileye population in five of the six Missour! River impoundments
(sauger predominates in Lewis and Clark Lake) Indicates that, indepencently
of water level fluctuations, environmental condltions ware favorable for
these predatory species. Because of the inherent limited food supply,
artificial Infroductions of another voracious credator such as the
northern pike can only result in reduction in the size and quaiity of

the existing walleye populations in Lakes Francls Case and Oahe,

The most viable alternative to rearing ponds proposed for Lakes Francis Case
and Oahe appears to be the creation of several subimpoundments or excavated
ponds in favorable locations along all of the resarvoirs. We recommend that
thls alternative be investigated in detail by the Corps of Engineers.

The objective would be to add a variety of fish and wildi!fe habitats to
supplemant the reservoir system. Two examples (as described below) exist

of relatively successful fish and wildilfe habitats that were created

after closure of the main stem dams.

Lake Yankton located beiow Gavins Point Dam provides a varlety of fish
specles for the angler and, in addition, provides public hunting access
to waterfow! concentrations during the fall. It also provides favorable
habltat for a2 variety of birds and mammals that are either seascnal or
permanent residents. Several of the prime fish stocks in this
subimpoundment are present!y being maintained through stocking.

However, management techniques couid be adopted to assist natural
reproduction.

Another area that has developed after closurs of the dam Is the marsh

araa below Oahe Dam. This area supports a greatly diversiflied assemblage
of flsh, birds, mammals, plants, and trees. Northern pike are abls to
reproduce in the upper impounded area because of the presence of favorable
semfaquatic vegetation. The marsh Is aisc a prime resting and feeding
ground for migrating waterfowl and a haven for pheasants, deer, and ducks
during storms.

Sites for this alternative should be !imited to those that would 11|
naturaiily by runoff, yet be free of the infiux of chemical or nutrients
from agricuitural operations. Areas should be 20 acres or ijarger and
provide for a diversified habitat--trees, shrubs, grasses, aquatlc and
semiaquatic plants. The sites must be fenced to exclude cattia and the
encroachment of agriculturs., The subimpoundments wouid be managed
primarlly for fish production, and the key o the success of thls type
of habitat management s continued maintenance of conditions that are

in harmony with the basic blological requlirements of the desired species.

A second aitarnatlve to the rearing ponds is *o augment the fish forage
base through reestablishment of |ittorat vegetation. This Is a
modlfication of the proposed seeding plan for Lakes Cahe and Francis Case.
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It calis for the fencing of protected embayments that are known to be
productive fish-spawning and nursery grounds and the seeding and/or
sprigging along the shore during years of low water. Protected tittoral

aress wlth some form of vegetation or vegetative substrate are required

for the successful spawning and early |ife survival of most of the

warm water fishes in the Missouri River impouncments, Sites selected for
fenclng and seeding should be relatively free of slumping and sedimentation
from runcff or wave action. Seeding ard/or sprigging would be done only

In years when low water levels wers anticipated so that maximum survival
and growth could be expected. Sites should not te |imited to Lakes Oahe

and Francls Case but ought to be established wherever and whenever suitable
conditlons exist in ail of the reservoirs.

We recommend consideration of thess alternatives.
SUMMARY

The Fish and Wllid!life Servicse's analysis of your Draft Technical Report
reveals that many of the proposals, where 1t has been possible to analyze
impacts, will severely degrade fish and wildlife resources. Therefeore,
the Fish and Wildlife Service, In accordance with [+s rasponsibilities
under provisions of the Fish and Wild!lfe Coordination Act, recommends
the Corps of Engineers take action on the following items:

t. The deletion of hydropower peaking operatlons at Fort Peck and
Barrison Dams and comsideration of less environmentally damaging alternatives
such as offstream pumped-storage.

2, Revislion of the Draft Technical Report to Include information

on the need for and location of transmission power lines (see Appandix,
page 4)}.

3. Delay of bank stablllzation measures unti| the effects of
the Missour! River Bank Demonstration and Evaluation Project have been

assessed on all reaches of the Missour! River inctuding Gavins Point Dam
to Ponca, Nebraska.

4, Further consideration of the alternative of buying in fee

‘title and/or leasing land along eroding locations of the Missouri River

to provide a buffer strip In ileu of bank stabillization structures.

5. Conslderaticn of open portiens of +he Missouri River 1n Montana,
North Dakota, and South Dakota for Tnclusion in the National Recreation
River proposal.

6. Consideration of the following alternatives fer the proposed
tish-rearing ponds at Oahe Reservolr and Lake Francls Case:
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a. The creation of subimpoundments.
b. The fencing and establishment of vegetation on protected
embayments.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your Draft Technical Report.
A response to our position on the various report proposais will be
appreciated, and If there are questions, please contact us.

Sincerely,

Bhrntsy Ml
RE4TIRS 1 F Orraeters

Attachment

cc: Secretary w/attach
South Dakota Department of Game,
Fish and Parks
State Office Buiiding
Plerre, South Dakota 57501

Dlrector w/attach

Nebraska Game and Parks Commisslon
P. 0. Box 30370

2200 North 33rd Street

Lincoln, Nabraska 68503

Area Manager (ES) w/attach
Billings Area Office

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Builfding, Room 3035

316 North 26th Street

Billlngs, Montana 59101

Area Manager (£S5} w/attach
Blsmarck Arsa Office

U, $. Fish and Wildiife Service
P. 0. Box 1897

Bismarck, North Dakota 358501

Area Manager (ES) w/attach
Plerre Area Office

U. §. Fish and Wildlife Service
439 Faderal Butiding

P. 0. Box 25C

Plerre, South Dakota 57501

Field Supervisor w/attach
Grand Island Fleld Office

U, S. Fish and Wildiife Service
1215 East Highway 30

Grand island, Nebraska 638801

Appendix 2
182 -

R
el - g e e B M e b A e

e

iyt
B TV e T e e T TR L T i A SR LB P

L e e

——

B B o L
© A R nam s ot e il b sl ek -




Ladee o

o ey

APPENDEX

This appendix provides the U. S. Flsh and Wildiife Service's detalted
comments on speclific porticns of the Draft Technlcal Report,

T

Page B-56, paragraph 123. |t ls Indlicated that without stabllization
measures aimed specifically at river Island protection, ". . . the

remaining isiand areas will ylitimately be lost, to be replaced by ]
sandbars, marshes, and water." Although this may be a true statement,
It Is questionable in light of projected futuras fiow depletions. We 1
recommend the following language be added: 1

However, it shouid be recognized that sandbars, marshes, and
water are important riverine habitats fer fish and wiidlife
resourcas assocliated with the MIssouri River. Hundreds of 3
thousands of acres of vafuable flsh and wiigllife habitat,
marshes, and sandbars have been destroyed due to inundatlon ) 3
by the maln stem dams and by past channelization activities i
In the lower Missour! River. !

Page B-70, paragraph 167. We suggest the following be included In
paragraph 167:

~ . 4

The Director, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, under

authorities contained In the Endangered Species Act of 1973 f
{16 U.5.C, 1531-1543} Issued notice of his intent in the
Federal Register, Vol. 41, No. 134, Monday, July 12, 1976, of
amending Part 17, Subchapter B of Chapter 1, Title 50 of the
Code of Federal Regulations, to include the Bald Eagle
{Ha!laestus leucocephalus) as Endangered in the conterminous
48 States of the United States, axcept in the States of
Washington, Oregon, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan where
the species would be |isted as Threatened. |f the proposed
rulemaking 1s finalized, Critical Habitat (pursuant to
Sectlion 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973) for the
species may be defermined. Several areas encompassed by this
project would need to be considered In these determinations.

T T

Page C-26. This section entitied, "Effacts of Depletions on the Environment,”
does not contain any discussion of future Missouri River flow depietions

and the effect on erosion rates. This omission should be corrected. We
believe that with reduced flows thers will be less erosion. Thus, bank
stabilfizatlon festures would only serve their purpose for a retlatively

short parfod of time, Also, there shou!d be a reduced need for such

features In the future.
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Page D-14, paragraph 60. The report Indlcates that consideration was
given to Federal purchase of a buffer strip in )ieu of bank stabilizatioen.
However, "This option was dropped because it does not solve the basic
problem of continuing loss of Irrepiaceable land resources and lacks any
vestige of public acceptability." By purchasing a strip of land or
+trouble spots, the river would have space to meander naturally. Some
of the purchased land would ercde, but eventually the river bank would
stabilize. We beliave the cnetime expenditure of pubiic tax money for
the purchase of this land would be iess than the cost involved In
maintaining stabilization structures for the life of the project.

Future river flow depietions and the resultant |ikelihood of decreased
bank erosion rates aiso must be considered.

Page D-22, paragraph 80. We disagree with the last sentence in the
paragraph which states, "lLack of bank stapilization, for example, will
not preserve the river in lts present form, rather it will preserve a
regime of continuing change~-for the worsae, In this instance.” Whether
fhere will be a net change for the worse [s debatable, and we believe
the tag end of that sentence shouid be deleted. |f retained, it should
be substantlated. It has not been demonstrated that bank stabilizaticn
structures will beneflt fish and wildlife or the naturai environment,
nor has It been demonstrated that bank stabillization Is the only
Justiflable method of handling bank erosion. The "contlinuing change”

that wi!l occur is the naturally cceurring riverine processes including
the erosion and deposition of material within the river banks. Such
processes will be of benefit o fish and wlldlife resources through

+he formation of shallow water areas, marshes, and sandbars.

Page 0-68, paragrapgh 175. The dlscussion of Plan B Indicates that the
intormation regarding transmissibillty tests have not been made "but
are propesed during advance design studies." This data [s necessary
befocre enginemering conclusions can be reached concerning Impacts on the
Garrison Nationa! Fish Hatchery.

Page 0~97, paragraph 205. With more [ntensive recreation and industrial
growth expected, there wiil be competition between these uses and wilidlife
resources that utiltize riverine habitat of the Missour! River.

Page E-1, paragraph 3. The meaning of the last senfence Is not clear
where |t [s stated, ". . . the plan will be adjusted at the time of
construction to insure compa+tibility with prevaliing field conditions."
Does this mean that additional sites could be selected, or the speciflc
sltes will be selected, or both of these actions?

Page E-2, paragraph 4. We question the conclusion made in the flirst
sentence. We believe that with less water there will be less high bank
erosion. Problem areas foday may not ba problfem areas after future
depletfons occcur. It is further stated, ". . . very high rates of
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erosion stili occur at specific locations during low flow perfods.”

This needs further substantlation. For example, the flow regimes that
will result in high erosion rates should bs explained, together with

the extent of ercsion expected in the future. Alsc, continued erosion
during low flow and oniy significant, onetime erosion from the high-power

‘releases should be substantiated. |t is indicated fthat fish migration

could be in jeopardy with depleted fiows, Although It is indicated

flows will be so low that fish may be unable to migrate, high bank
erosion will occur. The legic for this should be clarified. The above
conditlons coupled with ongolng channel bed degradation from Gavins Point
Dam (7.5 feet since closure of the dam) fo Ponca State Park (3 feat

since closure of the dam), Indicate bank stabilization would serve its
purpose for only a short time.

Page E-5, paragraph 7. It is indicated the most feasible plan ls to
take care of any threatened ares as the need develops from year to year.
We baileve the end result of such a plecemezl bank s+ab1l|za+ion process
wlill be stabllizatlon (channellzaticon) of the entire river.

fPage E-7, paraagraph 12. I+ is indlcated that no mitigative measures are
needed as & result of bank protection works. This is not an accurate
statement. The need for mitigation measures is unknown because effects
have not been evaluated. The Fish and Wildlife Service wlll not be abte
to fulfill iegal obligations under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
regarding the need for mitigation unt!! Demonstration Study structures
have been installed and their impacts on fish and wildilfe resources have
been analyzed.

Page E-8, paragraph 14. It is stated, "The significant reduction in the
rate at which Missouri River Valley lands erode into the river is
considered the most signifficant Impact of the bank protection nlan."
This Is debatable. Effects on the riverine environment resulting from
implementation of the bank stabliization plan can be considered equally
signlficant.

Page E-12, paragrach 21, You Indicate that windrowed rock could become
teeding sites for predators and hunting sltes for man. We believe you
shouid elaborate on what kind of hunting these sites will provide.

We do not agree your proposed structures will not diminish the water

"area ¢f the Misscurl River nor materially alter the configuration of

the river within 1ts high banks as also stated in paragraph 21. We
belleve that conly Time and a thorough evaluation of the demonstration
sites could provide data to support such a statement.

Page E-6, Table E-2. Bank protection costs range from $50 to $94 per
linear foot. Depending on the type of structure used, an acre of land
wlith 400 feet of river frontage wlll cost about $£5,000 to $9,400 +o
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protect. Thls Is saveral times the value of the land to be protected
in most Instances. We bellave i+ would be more in the public Interest
to purchase in fee title those areas that are presently arodling and
devcte these fands to pubiic programs rather than spending public tax
monay to protect private Interests on private lands.

Page E-67, paragraph 12Z. The sixth sentance shculd be dsleted since
& seashore scene cannot be compared to the Missouri River.

Paga E-69, paragraph 127. The antlre paragraph should be rawr|+ten

since the Corps failed to use the Habltat Evaluation Procedures correctiy.
While the 16~mile stretch below the Garrison Dam will lose 90 percent of
Its vaiue, the value of that stretch Is higher *than any other portion of
the river. It is not appropriate to average this value with that of othar
river stretches.

Page E-71, paragraph 128. [+ should be clarified that the Corps of
Engineers, without consultation with State fish and game agencies and
the Fish and Wildiife Service, made the decision that 285 acres of
bottomland hardwoods need to be purchased for compensation of wilcdllfe
losses. The acquisition and management of 285 acres wil! not adequately
compensate for thesa |osses.

Page E-72, paragraph 132, When test wells are in place and ground-water
tluctuations known, will project planning be changed accordlngly to prevent

losses to the Riverdale Game Management Area? This question should be
answared,

Page E-73, paracraph 133. The first sentence should be changed to read,
"The overaii effect of peaking power releases on terrestrial wildllfe
and [¥s habitat Is not known at this time due to lack of pertinent data.”

Page E~78, paragraph 148. The statement s made that, "The Bureau dces

not regard as feasible an in-depth examination of alternative transmission
schemes unti| the source of generation has been author!zed by Congress."

We suggest that the following statement be added to this paragraph: '"The

U. S, Fish and Wildllfe Service beliaves that the investigation of hydropower
alternatlves cannot be separated from the Investigation of transmisslion
faclllties. Both Issues are interrelated and should be considered Jointiy."

Psge €-79. We recommend that the sectlon entitied "On-site Rearing Ponds”

be clarified. For Instance, thers Is no mention of northarn plke
fingerling size. I+ may be possible to produce 5 mililon 1-inch fish

In the 12 rearing ponds; however, 5 milllon 6-inch northern plke would
require many more ponds. Also, no one krows for surs [f 5 milllon fish
wit! produce a flshabie population in a targe body of water |ijke Oahe
reservoir. it Is highly unlikety that 180,000 additional fisherman-days
annualiy will result from the stocking.




We question the success of planting seed in the lzte fall and winter

and expecting plant growth The following spring, especially since the
reservoir usually reaches peak elevation in May or June and then starts
to decline, 5Seed planting must be done In July and August. |f molisture
and soll fertility is adequate, there will be sufficient vegatative
growth by fall. The value of 300 acres of vegetation designed to sustaln
trophy flish productlion in a reservolr |lke Oahe with a shoreline of
2,250 mliles |s questionable. The most that can be expected Is locallzed
benefits.

The foliowing lssues should be addressed In your discussion regarding
rearing ponds:

1. Will planted and seeded areas be protected from cattie grazing?

2. Speciflically, what semlaquatic plants would be seeded or planted,
and would they be fertilized?

2. How will the efficacy of stocking be assessed, and who wlll| make
the assessmant?

4. Who will| manage the program at the end of the S5-year repetitive
seeding and stocking program?

5. Would the Introduction and possible reestablishment of northern
plke in {ake Oahe eliminate present populations of cold-water species
and preciuds chances of sstabliishing cold-water specles in the future?

6. After extensive experimentatlon, Russian sclentists concluded
that the stocking of pike in the Yolga River reservoirs was "uneconomical”
and selected iess speclalized species such as carp. Why would the
economics {cost/venefit ratic) be favorable towards the introduction of
northarn pike in the fwo selected Missouri River reservoirs?

7. Have you considered establlshing subimpoundments within these
reservolrs? Sublimpoundments would provide more diversified habitats and
ultimately more fish and wildlife beneflts than proposed fish-rearing pond
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Raef: GW-LE

D-COE-J36009-00

Brigadier General William E. Read
Commander, Omaha Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

The Region VIII] office of the Environmental Protection Agency has
completed its review of the Missouri River, South Dakota, Nebraska, Horth
Dakota, and Montana, draft environmental impact statement (EIS}. The
following comments are presented for your consideration. These comments
are overdue partly because the important Appendix [-Technical Report was
not made available to EPA until May 6, 1977.

I. GENERAL

In our review capacity, EPA has actively encouraged an overall or
"comprehensive" evaluation of the Missouri River and its main-stem
reservoirs. It was not until our meeting with Omaha division staff mem-
bers on May 6, 1977, that we knew of the COE "Umbrella Study." This
study attempts to take a more thorough long-range comprehensive and in-
tegrated look at various plans and changing muitipurpose activities facing
the Missouri River main-stem system than the EIS. We applaud your effort
and feel that such an approach is gssential and timely. There are a num-
ber of issues, however, that need a broadening of scope of both the
*Umbreila Study" and EIS effort. The Corps recognizes this as well, in
such evaluations as the section on “Unfinished Business" in the technical
report, but it is EPA's contention that the scope of the study has rot
goene far enough. The following are some of the concerns that need to be
addressed under this study.

1. Energy Studies - Hydropower

The umbrella study and the EIS have demonstrated a plan selection
for additional hydropower development on three main-stem reservoirs--
Ft. Peck, Garrison, and Lake Sharpe. Principles of the Water Resources
Council have been generally followed, demonstrating a positive B/C ratic
for these projects. These particular projects were selected from a set
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of larger potential projects and represent a contribution to a defined
set of energy demands for the entire MARCA power net region, The final
proposals are treated as independent, simultaneous projects to provide
added power at favorable benefit/cost levels.

Your analysis suggests that hydropower generation is gradually
shifting to providing peaking power versus base lcad power, It is ap-
parent that fossil-fuel steam electric power plant generation using
the immense coal reserves of the Northern Great Plains will be supplying
the bulk of base load increases in the future in the MARCA region and
in areazs beyond as well. Your analysis needs to recognize formaily that
which is already being done in practice--a continuing demand to use the
existing main-stem Missouri River plans to provide more flexible hydro-
electric facilities for peaking power. At the same time, as depietions
of the Missouri River flow increase, less total electricity can be genera-
ted from the hydroelectric plants.

Neither the technical report nor the EIS provides a very clear under-
standing of the role of publicly generated hydroelectric power in the
Jarger public/private energy net. Your study should define clearlty how
the existing facilities for electrical generation tie in with the larger
system, For instance, what percentage of peaking power in the system is
provided by main-stem Missouri facilities? What percentage could be pro-
vided over time, assuming the projected depletion rates and maximization
of power production? what, in turn, are the environmental consequences?

In conjunction with this relationship of peaking and base load rates,
how valuable is the peaking power to the system? Will future rate struc-
tures gradually reflect the increasing costs of producing peaking power
over base load power? It seems fair to suggest that, if the U.S. govern-
ment is constructing and operating the less efficient (from a capacity
factor standpoint) peaking facilities and supplying it to private utility
firms, some readjustment of rate structure will eventually be forthcoming
that could raise the value of the hydroelectric facilities,

A final point to be made in regard to the umbrella study and the EIS
evaluation of new hydroelectric additions to the Missouri River system
is that it did not compare the independent projects against one another.
Yet the goal of these separate projects is the same: more peaking power,
We recognize that, in the short term, the additional gemerating units
at Ft. Peck and Garrison represent a small net increase in energy, while
the pumped storage facility has a greater energy cost. We strongly feel
that the projects are comparable; however, as main-stem total energy
output drops with increasing depletions in the future, the peaking functions
will bring the projects cleser together in purpose. A comparison of this
kind is very important because environmentally there is a significant
difference in the pumped storage projects versus additional generation-
reregulation facilities. It is EPA's opinion that the environmental im-
pacts of the Ft. Peck and Garrison proposals are severe and continuing;
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the Gregory County pumped storage project appears to be environmentally
acceptable with certain mitigating features.

A comparison of this kind would also demonstrate that the marginal
amount of peaking energy from the additional generating units is small
by comparison to the Gregory County pumped storage facility. The present
rate structures, cooperalive arrangements between ulilities, clc., con-
strain what options are available in the very near future, but it is
the longer-term implications that should be reviewed in this study.

If such a comparison were to be made, the Gregory County facility
" should be considered the LQ plan in comparison to all the other evaluated
demand power alternatives,

2. Navigation Aspects

Although, in other Corps of Engineers reports, navigation use of
the Missouri River system has received considerable attention, no sub-
stantial analysis of modifications to the navigation system are considered
in this EIS except expansion,

EPA has already noted in its comments on the Missouri River Main-
Stem Draft EIS the general unprofitability of navigation and associated
environmental impacts at present and with additional depiletions.

Missouri River navigation presently contributes only

0.6 percent to the total Inland Waterways' commodity
movements of 204 biliion ton miles, Yet, the commer-
cially navigable 732 miles of Missouri River represent

2.9 percent of the Inland Waterways' System. The Corps

of Engineers in the Draft EIS for the Missouri River Bank
Stabilization and Navigation Project {BS&W) (April 1976)
indicates average annual navigation benefits between

Sioux City and St. Louis are $6,534,000. Annual mainte-
nance for the nine-foot project presently averages
$13,840,000. <Llearly, the benefits of navigation do

not justify additional expenditures., In addition, the main
stem EIS does not indicate the 0&M costs attributed to navi- -
gation on the lower river, This omission casts further
doubts on the effectiveness of continued navigation on the
lower river. The main stem LIS is also inconsistent with
the BS&W CIS in that the former indicates navigation bene-
fits are worth $7,383,000 annually, a difference of $849,000
or more than a 10 percent error in benefit calculations,

The environmental impact associated with drawdowns on tribu-
tary reservoirs should also be assessed. These include the
creation of greater areas of mud flats, downstream stream-
bank erosion and/or flooding, lost recreation benefits and
possible water quality deterioration.
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In Yight of the proposal to recommend the Gavins Point to Ponca
Park stretch of the Missouri River for Wild and Scenic River designation,
and the bank stabilization measures proposed, the timing of eventual
phaseout of navigation on the Missouri River should be considered in
plan formulation. The bank erosion losses identified on pages C-60
through C-75 show an appreciably greater bank erosion rate below Gavin's
Point over other area studies due to the higher sustained peak flow rates
for maintenance of navigation,

With a change in navigation uses, other multiple uses of the Missouri
River, such as power generation, may be improved. It might then become
feasible to utilize the reverse-turbine concept on the Fort Randall flood-
pool to provide rather large amounts of pumped storage electrical generation,

3. Recreation Uses

The proposed plan to designate the reach from Gavin's Point to Ponca
Park is an admirable one. In our review process, we question the suita-
bility of the other remaining segments of the free flowing Missouri River
below Ft. Peck, Garrison Dam, and Qahe Dam that fall under this study
scope. Stabilization of high bank areas appears to be a common fate for
all reaches. Multiple land uses from floodpiain woodland and agriculture
to urban uses are also common to all of the study segments. It would be
beneficial to evaluate these cther sections of the Missouri River in
& common approach for their respective suitabilities., The situation in
the 85-mile segment between Garrison Dam and Oahe Lake is particularly
critical, since so 1ittle free flowing Missouri River is left in the State
of North Dakota. We suggest that your study be expanded in scope fo
include these river segments as well,

4, Stabilization Efforts

In view of the profoundly changed hydrologic regime of the main-
stem Missouri River, some form of highbank stabilization effort appears
inevitable for most of the remaining free-flowing Missouri River.

The bank stabilization proposals could be beneficial in some in-
stances. However, their value, as well as adverse impacts, would have
to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. The EIS and technical report
do not provide the detail necessary for this type of evaluation. Sediment-
erosfon dynamics serve an important role in the functioning of aquatic and
riverine ecosystems. Reservoir and channel alteration projects have con-
tributed greatly to the impairment or loss of these systems in the Missouri
River basin. Additional disruption should carefully weigh the benefits
of such actions.
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In view of the experimental program being undertaken by the Corps
of Engincers under the Streawbank Ergsion (ontrol Demonstration Act,
there appears to be an gpportunity to evaluate many unknown factors sur-
rounding the use of these various stabilization techniques. Unfortunately,
neither the technical report nor the EIS provides any indication how,
or aven whether, the Corps will monitor and evaluate these demonstration
areas to answer many of the unknowns surrounding the present use of bank
stabilization. The following research could determine whether expanded
use of these types of stabilizations will have beneficial or adverse
effects on other uses of the Missouri River.

a) wWhat effects on fish rearing and the use of streambanks
by wildlife will occur with windrow revetments and sand fill revetments?

b) What will occur in areas immediately upstream and downstream
of bank stabilized areas from these modifications of the hydrologic regimes?

Will these present structures lessen or increase the need for future stabili-

zation activities?

Some hank protection measures, in particular vane dikes,
could cause increased channelization when water surface elevation dropped
below the top of the dike. In such instances, the water would be diverted
around either end of the structure. How could such effects be counter-
acted in design?

c¢) How will a decline in the amount of erosion in the free-

flowing river as a result of stabilization affect aquatic species production?

Although the land losses from high bank erosion have received
the most attention, very little discussion has been given to the corollary
effect occurring in the upper end of the main-stem reservoirs--namely,
sediment deposition. Has any consideration been given to the long-term
implications of this process? What is the most likely fate of these shaliow
sediment areas? Could selective dredge and fill activities in these areas
create new land areas for farming or woodland habitat? Are there any
activities that could help accomplish the end ¢of new lands creation?

5. Fish and Wildlife Development

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is scmewhat pessimistic about the
1ikelihood of success of the proposed fish rearing ponds to be established
on- the main-stem reservoirs. More protection may be warranted for the
remaining free-flowing river segments as spawning and rearing areas for
the riverine, as well as reservoir, fish species. The recommendations.of
the USFEWS and State Fish and Game Departments should be carefully con-.
sidered in developing the final recommendations for Missouri River.improve-

ments.
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6

Since this study effort and EIS will result in eventual recommenda-
tions to Congress for some major changes in the present management of
the Missouri River system, this extra effort we are asking for is warranted
since it is the responsibility of the Corps as the principle operating
agency for the Missouri River system to develop and analyze such options
for the future. Where the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has a vital roie
to play in the development and use of energy in the western states, per-
haps a joint feasibility study could be coordinated between your respective
agencies, The USBR is in the process of completing the "Western Energy
Expansion Study.” How will the umbrelia study recommendations be coor-
dinated with the USBR proposals?

The following general comnents address the specifics of the propesed
projects under the scope of the Umbrella Project Draft EIS,

N\

II. OQTHER ENERGY CONSIDERATIONS

1. The plan should consider the potential impact of peak-load pricing
or load management on the demand for generating capacity. Peak-load
pricing can motivate consumers to change their consumption patterns. An
EPA-sponsored study in Vermont showed that certain peak-Joad pricing in-
centives caused residential consumers to shift their peak electricity use
from mid-morning to late evening, thereby reducing the overall peak demand
for the system, . ¥

2. Another alternative or subalternative for Fort Peck and Garrisen
would be to increase electrical output by increasing turbine efficiencies
and rewinding inefficient older generators. Such improvements would have
negligible impacts on the environment and present main-stem operation,
The USBR has found considerable success with this approach.

3. The evaluation of enviromnmental impacts from proposed energy
developments on the Missouri River main stem should consider related trans-
mission lines as well. Obviously, detailed transmission corridor routes
cannot and should not be evaluated at this point; rather, the broad ap-
proach of discussing development of one or another areas for intensive
energy production (such as the area around Garrison Dam) should be evaluated,
Given the likely coordination of peaking power hydroelectric systems with
base lopad power plants, what combinations of power plant facilities will
minimize the need for new transmission facilities? Such an evaluation
should consider likely marketing areas present and future and some indi-
cation where transmission facilities may have to be built,

It is stated on page 1V-23 that, "although these lines," (i.e.,’
transmission lines) "will create significant environmental effects, assess-
ment cannot be undertaken until alternatives have been defined in detail."”
Thus, since the environmental impacts associated with transmission lines
needed to transport the additional peaking power gererated are significant,
how could authorization of such activity be proposed when only a fraction
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of the environmental iimpacts have been addressed? It would seem that

a joint impact statement addressing all impacts due to the proposed
hydroelectric actions is needed as suggested above, The extent of
authorization should thus be a request to undertake a joint agency (COE-
BOR) feasibility study. It may well be necessary to develop this hydro-
electric study as a distinct effort within the Missouri River "Umbrejla
Study.”

4, Fort Peck. There are a number of obvious environmental problems
associated with the proposed reregulation structure. The productive,
diverse fishery resource that has evolved below the dam will be adversely
impacted.  More information should be provided cn the averall significance
of this rescurce., The EIS should evaluate elimination of the cold water
fishery below the dam and its replacement with other fish species beiow
the reregulation structure: What effect would the rereguiation and new
operational scheme have on spawning fishes?

Unless the terrestrial habitat to be reserved below the reregulation
dam is in Jjeopardy of being Tost, its acquisition should not be considered
a mitigating feature. There is no mention of any mitigation measures for
the rereg structure on the fishery resource in the afterbay or below.
Another concern would be the effects of the peaking power operation on
stream temperatures in the pool and downstream. Wouild the fluctuation
in stream temperature be of sufficient magnitude to cause a v1oIat1on
of state water quality standards?

The draft £I5 makes no reference to the potentia] for offstream pump
storage facilities which would use Fort Peck Reservoir as an afterbay.
Such an alternative would be considered highly preferable from an environ-
mental standpoint to the present proposal.

5. Garrison. The significance of the taiflwater fishery was not
acknowledged in sufficient detail. Acquiring woodland habitats to replace
those iost can only be considered a mitigating measure if it can be demon-
stratad that such resources would be lost if not purchased.

Increased discharge velocities and greater fluctuations in the re-
leases could contribute substantially to turbidity levels and sediment
loading rates to the headwaters of Qahe Reservoir. This condition may not
be a uniform occurrence according to Section € of the Missouri River
Technical Report; however, the varying release patterns and the wide dis-
parity between high and low releases would make the flow regimen below
Garrison Dam less conducive to the development of a stable quality eco-
systam. The adverse effects ¢f high discharge rates (up to 70,000 cfs)
have underestimated erosion effects, Consideration should be given for
moderation in the extremes between high and low discharge rates and more
uniformity in discharges during the complete scheduled raiease cycle.
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Given the data on high erosion rates coinciding with high substantial
peak flows as now occurring below Gavin's Point, there appears to be some
likelihood that stabilization efforts to reduce present erosion rates may
be counterbalanced by the increased peak flows, We realize that the data
available shows no direct correlation between stage height and bank ero-
sion rates. However, the duration of sustained peak flows may well be
an important factor in increasing the erosion rate. There does not appear
to be a satisfactory theoretical understanding of just what factors are
contributing to high bank erosion. An operational change in the Garrison
releases represents a new situation that may have unpredictable effects.

In any event, the periodic high flows and no-flow situations will be detri-
mental to the existing fishery. Consideration of this segment of the river
for wild and scenic status would also be precluded by such irregular river
flows. EPA cannot agree that periodically exposed mud fiats, river bot-
tom lands, etc., would be a contribution to aesthetic values. Vector
problems could be quite significant under this type of operation. Present
recreation values would 21so be seriously impaired, and economic losses
from reduced usage could occur. A serious situation could exist in the
highly populated Bismarck area if persons in the river channel were to
become stranded with relatively rapidly rising water levels in the river.

For these reasons, EPA feels that pumped storage or the no action-
alternatives are preferable to the present proposal--with or withou
a reregulation structure.

6. Gregory County. A number of problems exist with the present
proposal. A peaking power discharge of 24,700 cfs could disturb bottom
sediments, causing turbidity problems in the reserveoir. Turbine-caused
fish mortality may be more than indicated, based on evidence at existing
fagilities. Fish that survive the turbine {certain sizes and luck) would
be vulnerable to the forebay environment.

There appears to have been insufficient consideration given to the
design of the intake/discharge structure for the Gregory County project
to mitigate potential impacts. EPA document, Development Document for
Proposed Best Technology Available for Minimizing Adverse Environmental

impact of Cooling Water Intake Structures (Dec, 1973), may provide ideas

for consideration., Referring to page IV-16, a million kilowatts of peak-
ing capacity is not sufficient justification for damaging a fishery when
mitigating measures and alternatives exist.

The construction of this prototype 1180 megawatt pumped storage
project could be a good indication whether more punped storage projects
in the future would, in fact, be desirable. Our present state of knowledge
leads us to beljeve it can be operated as planned. Special attention
should be focused on the potential sedimentation problems, fish kills, and
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long~tarm operability of pumped storage facilities located in the some-
what porous and plastic shales, chalky and other sedimentary deposits
forming the bedrock of the Missouri "Breaks" geology.

ITI. QTHER COMMENTS

1. It is stated more than once in the EIS that the environmental
effects of harvesting quartzite and sedimentary rock in the proposed
bank protection program is not considered a significant effect. What
estimates have been made to support such statements? What quantification
has been made of the materials neaded for the proposed action? It is
possibie that the quarry sites cannot be specifically identified at this
time, but action can be taken and estimates can be made to a certain
degree of confidence that:

- quantify the amount of material needed for the project;

identify existing quarry sites;

determine if existing sites can provide the needed material;

if adequate material is not projected to be available, identify,
potential quarry sites;

quantify environmental impacts {land disturbance, dust, etc.);
- investigate the use of other substitute materials.

2. It is stated that a decline in fishing by people coming from
beyond 100 miles is correlated with the deterioration of northern pike
fishing success, What is the degree of correlation? If the correlation
is shown in a special study, it should be referenced.

How does the projected increase in pike-oriented fishermen due to
the effects of the rearing ponds relate to the loss of "Pike Hole" fish-
ery below Garrison? i

There is very little amplification of the real vajue of floodplain
habitats, including woodlands. There should be more definition of the
number and species of fauna that are dependent on these habitats. In
some areas, particularly the more populated, a loss of such habitats
could be quite significant due to the lack or limited amount of replace-
ment habitat in adjacent areas. E£conomic assessments of these assess-
ments should be more clearly defined. These comments would also apply
to hydropower developments where there are habitat losses or impairment.
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A cumulative estimate should be made of the bottomlands and wild-
life already lost as a result of the Missouri River Reservoir system.
Alsoc, an evaluation shouid be made of what habitat remains and how much
more witl be destroyed as a result of the additional proposals.

4. Section 4,26, page [¥-11, states that "Meanwhile, as in the
case of the islands, no net loss in habitat valuc is anticipated be-
cause of changes in vegetation.," We disagree; habitat is directly
related to the types of vegetation available in any terrestrial or
aguatic ecosystem. Anticipated vegetation changes should therefore
be documented, which would clearly demonstrate the losses and/or the
gains to wildlife,

5. Figure 9, page I-19, Water Surface Profiles: Even though the
daily average release rate is the same, is it realistic to compare water
surface elevations for the existing and potential maximum discharge
rates on a different time basis? Also, why not compare for a daily aver-
age of 30,000 c¢fs rather than the 20,000 cfs average?

6. Figure 9, page I-19, Velocity Profiles: Since the 20,000 cfs
daily average release rate would be exceeded one-half the time, why not
show velocity profiles at maximum discharge? ,

7. There is an absence of any reference to other development
and evaluation documents, EIS documents in particular, that could or
will influence the Missouri Main Stem River system and thus the actions
proposed in the subject document. The exclusion of any reference and con-
sideration of impacts from such activities is a deficiency that should
be corrected.

1t has been noted in the draft EIS that, for hydrgelectric projects
in particular, both the U.S5. Fish and Wildlife Service and the North
Dakota State Game and Fish Department opposad some of the proposed actions.
For instance (page I1-10), the USF&WS prefers bank loss to the stabiliza-
tion work, even though the personnel of that agency have measured high
bank losses, The question arises: to what degree will such opposition
to the proposed actions be considered? It is recommended that this opposi-
tion and the reason for such be clearly pointed out in the final EIS. Pos-
sibly, all pro and con arguments should be summarized and presented as an
attachment to the final EIS.

SUMMARY

Evaluation of hydroelectric power modifications must consider future
depletions and navigation. Your umbrella study has begun this task to
evajuate these often opposed and disparate activities.
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However, it is EPA's conclusion that the study effort has not fully
evaluated options on the Misscuri River system, many of which are imminent.
EPA has therefore rated the LIS as ER-2, This rating means that EPA has
environmental reservations about the entire plan and substantially more

« information is required.

EPA has very serious environmental reservations concerning the
hydroelectric generating unit additions and reregulation structures at
Fort Peck and Garrison Dam because of the likely severe and continuing
degradation of the existing fisheries, In addition, EPA is opposed to
the destruction of valuable wetland-woodland areas below these dams
that will occur with the proposed operations. EPA promotes actions de-
signed to implement the goals of P.L. 92-500 to create fishable, swimmable
waters and recreational uses by 1983 and, therefaore, has environmental
reservations regarding these actions which could be contrary to these
goals.

U SR AP SR S

EPA feels that the Gregory County pumped storage unit can be made
environmentally acceptable with controls on intake facilities and a
monitoring program to observe sedimentation effects in the afterbay
(Lake Sharpe).

s

EPA supports the proposal to recommend the Gavin's Point to Ponca
Park stretch of the Missouri River for inclusion within the Wild and
Scenic River System as a recreational river. It is somewhat premature
to develop the extensive stabilization efforts in this reach, due to
the problems previously mentioned. We support the need for research
monitoring to determine aguatic life, wildlife habitat, and land use
changes that will occur with those Congressiocnally defined demonstration
measures. A full commitment to these devices should not be made until
the environmental effects have been assessed.

e e e

s e ety
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We recommend the following improvements to the "Umbrella Study” ef-
fort to better define future environmentaily sound options for the main-
stem Missouri River system.

a) A better definition of the Missouri River hydroelectric
system function within the large MARCA pool, including present and
future uses of hydroelectric power for electrical peaking power.

AR AL e I YR e

b) A plan evaluation of the Ft. Peck, Garrison, and Gregory }
County peaking power increases as alternative proposals. Such an evalua-
tion should compare environmental benefits as well as benefit/cost cal-
culations. Evaluation of other punped storage units, including the use
of reverse-turbines with the Fort Randall floodpool, should be made.’
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c} An analysis of continued navigation in the face of in-
creasing flow depletion, competing power uses, and the present navi-
gational profit structure should be made.

d) the analysis of wild and scenic river potential done
for the Gavin's Point to Ponca Park stretch of the Missouri River
should be expanded to other free-flowing segments in this study area.

e) The rearing ponds proposed should be reevaluated in
response to the negative comments of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
State Fish and Game agencies.

1f you require further assistance on these comments, please feel
free to contact Mr. Michael Gansecki or Martha Rosenberg (FTS 327-4831)
of our staff. )

Sincerely yours,

John A, Green
gional Administrator .
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FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
REGIONAL OFFICE

31st Floor, Federal Buildinp

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, Illinoie 60604

March 4, 1976

Colonel Harry F, Mumma

Divigion Engineer

Misaouri River Diviaion, Corps of Engineers
P, 0., Box 103, Downtown Station

Omabha, Necbraska 68101

Dear Colonel Musma:

Fursuant to & February 9, 1976 telephone raquest from
Mr, Terry Schlaht of vour staff, we are enclosing o short state-
ment cascribing the projected power needs of the mirket area
servad by Missouri River maipstem hydro generotiocn.

If we can be of any further zsgistance, plense do not
hesitate tc call on us,

Sincerely,

< -~
ﬁ\u‘m )‘.*.\@p SN *-‘-'-~\-f}\
Lenard E, ‘fou:‘&g‘b (\ ;\
Regional Engineer
Enclosure:
Statament "Projected Power Needs"
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PROJECTED PCWER NEEDS .

The power output of the Missouri River Main Stem Hydro Plants is
marketed on a wholesale basis to preferenca customers in the area by the
Buteau of Raclsmation. The marketing zrea approximates that of the Mid-
Continent Ares Reliability Coordination Agreement (I‘ARCA), the membership
of wvhich itz made up of all electric utilities servipg the bulk pover sup-
ply requirements of eastern Montama; the entire Ststes of North Dakots,
Kebraska, ¥innesota, and Iowa; western Wisconrin; and most of South Dakota
axcept for a small western portion. The Bureau is 2 member of this group
of utilities which are all strongly intercoanected znd cperate on a ¢oor-
dinated baris to interchange power, share reserves, snd assist each other
in emergencies. Thus, the Main Stem Hydros are, in affeet, an integral
part of the power supply for the MARCA Region.

Projected power needs in the MARCA Region are prepared annually and
submitted jointly by the member systems to the Federal Power Cormission
pursuant to FPC Dockeat R-362, The most recent projection was submitted
in April 1575 and covers the time period 1975-1994., KARCA system pesk
iosds ars projected to increasa during this time period from approximately
15,000 megawatts in 1975 to nearly 48,500 megavatta by 1994, Thess pro-
jections appesr to be reasenable. Assuming that required geaerating capa-
bility includes & 15 percent reserve margin, approximately 38,500 megswatts
of new capecity will have to bo sadded vithin the MALCA Region during the
nert 20 yeuars,

Some of the required new capscity is now under construction, but much
remaing to be committed, Raseload requiremencs csn be met by coal-firaed
or nuclear stsam-electric plants, iantermediate loads by conventional hydro
or older steam-electric stations, and peak loads by peaking hydro plancs
of the comnventional or pumped storage type aand/or combustion-turbines,
The output of the Missouri River Hain Stem Hydro Plants, imcluding the
{ncreased installaotions being considered, can be utilized to serve a por-
tion of the future intermediata and peaking load requirements, In addi-
tion, it is estimated that approximately 1500 megawatts of new pumped stor-
age or other peaking capacity could be utilized throughout the MARCA Region
in the period 1980-1985 and another 4500 megawatts during the period
1985-1994, These needs raflect total MARCA requirements, and as guch, com=
prise the collective needs of a pumber of the coordinated systems. Utili-
zation of large additicnal installations at the Migsouri River Main Stem
Hydre Plants or large new pumped storags plants will, tharefore, require
sufficient advanca notice to allow all utilities in tha region to adapt
thelr coustruction programs to reflact the availability of these nevw plants
and, thus, to avoid duplicate inaztallations,
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FeoERAL POWER COMMISSION
REGIONAL OFFICE

Jist Floor, Federal Bulldiug

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, Illinois 60004

November 23, 1976

Brig, Gen, Willtiam E, Read

District Engineer

U, 5, Army Eungineers, Missouri River Division
P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station

Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Dear General Read:

In response to your letter dated July 21, 1576, power values have
been developed for potential hydro capacity additions at Fort Pack,
Garrisou, and Fort Randall and at s potential pumped storage site in
Gregory County, South Dakota adjacent te Fort Randall Reservoir. This
letter will confirm the preliminary values furnished Mr, Dave Wooster
of your staff by telephone on September 21,

The following hydro capacity additions were considered:

Current Installation Froposed Addition

Installed Capacity Depandable Capacit¥
Plant Site Capacity Factor Capacity 1/ Factor 2/

(W) (%) (184) (%)

Fort Peck 184 62.2 196 30.1
Garrison 378 66,2 220 41,8
Fort Randall 306 64.9 250 35.7
Gregory County PS - - . 1080 11.4
Gregory County PS5 - - 1080 10.3
Gregory County PS - - 1080 8.0

1/ Based on July 2i, 1976 Corps of Engineers' request,
2/ Based on the addition of proposed new capacity at existing
sites with no change in average annual generation.

Power values wcre developed for each of the above sites individu-

ally, for the threc mainstem sites as a pgroup, and for the tiiree main-
stem sites and Gregory County pumped storage as a group.
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Qur analysis of future requirements to satisfy projected area load
prowth iundicates that all of the proposed additions could be utilized in
a fully coordinated system. This analysis rccognizes the possibility
that an approximately 1000 MW pumped sctorage development currently being
investigated by the Nebraska Public Power District may also be constructed
during the same period. The study market area was limited to those systems
operating within the Hid-Continent Area Reliability Coordination Agreement
{MARCA) Rlegion.

Because of the ownership differences of systems serving the market
ares, and consequently differsnces in fipancing costs, we have based our
calculations on a composite type financing which represents the approxi-
nate mixture of private, REA, and publie owaed generztiom inm the area,

Various alternative types of generation were evaluated for each of
the potential hydro projects. On the basis of this analysis we have con-
cluded that with either composite or federal type [inancing, a combustion
turbine plaant will resulr in the least costly altcrnative for each indi-
vidual development or combination. Power values for the various sites and
combinations reflecting this alternative are shown in Table 1, attached.

Power wvalues, consisting of a capacity and an energy component, are
applicable only when used in combination to develop the total value of
the particular project for which they were computed. Energy values have
not been included for the mainstem sites since these projects would not
contribute additional energy to the system. The power values given for
each development include an appropriate adjustment to reflect changes in
overall system costs brought about by capacity factor differences in the
alternatives analyzed.

Our calculation of total system cost for pumping energy in the case
of the Gregory County pumped storage project indicates an average cost of
approximately 9.0 mills per kilowatt-hour if the project is operated 1000
lwours per year (11.4% cf), 8.9 mills per kilowatt~hour if operated 900 hours
per year (10.3% cf), or 8.7 mills per kilowact-hour if operated 700 hours
per year {8.0% cf). This cost is based on the July 1976 production cost
levels for generating facilities in the MARCA Region expected to be avail-
able abeve baseload operation at the time the pumped storage project is
placed in-service. Optimum use of the most efficieat available generating
capacity throughout the MARCA Region was assumed.

Other assumptions used in the computation of these values are as
follows:

1. These values are applicable if the potential capacity
is utilized in a fully coordinated system.

2. All calculations are based on July 1, 1976 price levels.
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3. Flant cost data incovporate allowances for satisfying
applicable environmental requiremeints.

4, BDecausc of the national shertage, natural gas has not
been considered as an alternntive type fuel and oil has
been considered only for limited duration peaking type
generation.

5, Cost of strengthening the arca's transmission grid to
market the additional capacity has not been considered,
Transmission sufficient to bring the output of the
Gregory County pumped storage plant to the existing grid
has been included. Combustion furbine capacity was assumed
to be located at existing substations on the grid,

6. Assignment of a dependable value to the available hydro
capacity presumas that its availability will become knowmn
sufficiencly in advance to allow utilities in the area to
Teschedule & like amount of penerating capacity.

The power values based on Federal financing at 6-3/8 percent have
been given in accordance with your request. The Federsl Power Commission,
in its work related to Federal river develepmant projects, consider it
unrealistic to evaluate power development at such projects ueing Federally
financed alternative sources of power as a basis of comparison.

If you should have furcher questions regarding these matters, please
lat us know,

Very truly vours,

N . B i/
o & Pl ce fee L L
Orel E. Haukedahl
Acting Regional Engineer
Enclosure:
As noted
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Table 1
Summary of Power Valucus

Composite Financing @ 9,22% Federal Finanging @ 6,375%

Capacity Enerpy Capacity Energy
Site " Value Value Value Value
(S/KM/yT) (Mills/kWh) ($/x/yr)y (Mills/kWh)
Fort Peck 41.80 1/ 33.00 1/
Garrison 42.10 1/ 33.30 1/
Fort Randall 41,90 1/ 33.20 1/
Mainstem Group 2/ 41,40 1/ 32.60 1/
Gregory Co.FP,S5.@ 8,0% cf 3/ 20.50 32.8 11.80 32.8
Gregory Co.l'.5.@ 10.3% cf 4/ 20,50 27.6 11.80 27.6
Gregory Co.P.5.@ 11.4% cf 5/ 20.50 25.8 11.8 25.8
Mainstem Greup 2/ plus 41.30 1/ 32,6 1/
Gregory Co.I,5.@ B,0% of 3/ 20,50 32.8 11.80 3z.8
Mainstem Greup 2/ plus 41,10 1/ 32,40 1/ '
Gregory Co.P.5.@ 10G,3% cf &/ 20.50 27.6 11.80 27.6
Mainstem Group 2/ plus 41.00 1/ 32.30 1/
Gregory Co.P.S.@ 11.4% cf 3/ 20.50 25.8 11.890 25.E
1/ No emergy value given since proposed capacity increase will H
not inerease energy output, ’ .
2/ Mainstem Group consists of additions at Ft. Peck, Garrison .

and Ft. Randall, .
3/ Pumping energy cost 8.7 mills per kWh, !
4/ Pumping energy cost 8.9 mills per kWh.

5/ Pumping energy cost 9.0 mills per kwh. :

-
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Upiper Missouri Hegion
P.Q. Box 2353
Biilinpz, Montana 59103

MAY 14 1870

Divigion Engincer

Attention: Gus J. Karabatsos
Migsouri River Division

Corps of Engincers

P, 0. Box 103

Omaha, Nebraska 068101

Dear Sir:

Enclosad are meps showing the transmission facilities required for
the proposed peaking aud pumped storage cdditiuvns on the main stem.,
Tac edditional cronemission faeilities identificd for these additions
bave tiken into account geseration and tvanemicsion ndditions being
considared by utilities in the area and &ny changes in the utilities
plans could have on effect on the ultirate transmission requiroments.
For this reasnn, we believe that the estzhlishment of transmissien line
corridors at this time would be premature. An environmental inmpact
statrment will be prepared for the transrission linss to maet tha
requizements of the Katilonal Environmental Poliey Act of 155%, Publie
Law 91-130. GCnclosed are additional detells concerning environmental
consideratiors that would be followed in locating and constructing
transmission ilnes. -

The design, location, clearing, and construction of the transmicsion
lines Wwill follow the guidelines in the Federel Government publiecatien
Eavivormental Criteria for Electric Transmission Svstems, published

Jointly by the U.S. Depsartment of Agriculture and U.S, Department of
Interior. ’

While the proposed pealing generation additions will not produce &
significant amount of additional energy, they are certainly compatible
with the power supply devclopments being made by the preference customers
and the requiremsnts of the electrical goasumer in the Missouri River
Basin, All of the existing hydroresocurces en the lissouri Niver and

its tributeries have been coumitted to pieference customers in the arca.
With the full wtilization of the hydrorcuources, the preference
custorars are now developing supplemental power supplies from thermal
regsources to meet their future load grouwth. ‘The installation of peaking
units and pumped storage rnd theilr integrationm with thermal generation
can provide & desirable and efficient uszc of resources available for
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electric energy production. DTeoking and pumped ntorage unita wiil
reduce the reed for ofl-fired combustion turbinct to meet peaklcads
while the pumped storage unlts will provide offpeak load for the

large coal-{ired generating units which casmot be cyeled on an

hourly basis. '

During the winter’of 1973-74 the ares gcerved by the Upper Missouri
Region saw & very small load growth compared to the previous scason's
peakioad, ard the winter of 1974=75 saw a reduction in relation te the
winter of 1973-74. llowever, this past winter, ecven with its comparably
mild weather, this Region experienced & peaklead 12.8 percent greater
than the 1974-75 winter peak. A similar situation was expericnced in
othex Regions of the Nation. A l.8~percent reducticn wzs cxperienced
during the summer of 1974, with a 5,8-percent increase during the summer
of 1975, That amounts to about a net of 2-percent ingrease for each of
the last two summers which is also comparable to the total eleetrie
utility industry in the United States,

Factors such as waather, local and national economy, and alternative
energy sources cair have a major impact on consumption of electric power
and energy. One of the wnore significant fictors at khis time is the
potential lack of and/or the higher cost of altarnative energy sources.
This has created considerable conversioa to electric heat and conversion
from gas &nd diesel engines for irrigatlon pumping to electric uotors.
In addition, higher priccs for farm products have encouraged more irri-
getion. For these rTeasous we belicve that the demand for electricity
by our preference customer will continue to arow.

: We must also recognize that the service dates are projeccted for the

- . mid-1980"'s and that we must plan now to meet the requirements 10 years
from now. As you know, the Federal Powar Commission requires utilities
to submit plans annually for the next 10 years and also a 20~yezr plan,
We do not iutend to report any potential peaking development on the
main stem to Mid-Continent Area Power Pool (MAPP) until your plans are
more definitive. '
We hope these comments will be helpful during the public meetings
eoncerning the addition of peaking units at the main stem powerplanta
and possible pumped storazge faeilities, Co

If we can be of further assistance, plesse advise.
Sincerely yours,

Aotmg A é"/_‘%

Regilonel Directour

Enclosure 26873
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ENVIRORMENTAL COUSIDERATIONS 1IN LOCATING
AND CONSTRUCTINHG TRANSMISSION LINLS

Construction specifications would require that the contractor exercise
care in preserving the natural landscape ard concuct his censtruction
operations so as to prevent any unnecessary destruction, scarring, or
defacing of the natural surroundings. All work areas would be smoothed
and gradad to conform te the natural appearance of the landscape. Con-
struction specificaticns would require that unnecessary destruction,
damage or defacling as a result of the contractor's operations be repaired,
replantedl, resecded or otherwise corrected at the contractor's expense.

“he contractor would be required teo comply with 21l applicable Federal
laws, orders, and regulations, ané the laws of the states involved con~
cerniang contrel of pollution of strcams, reservoirs, ground water, or
water courses with respect to pollution or the disccharge of refuse,
garbage, sewage effluent, industrial waste, mineral salts, or other
pollutan:zs.

The contractor would be required to comply with all applicable Federal,
state, and lecal laws and regulaticns concerning the prevention and
control of air pollution., 1In conduct of construction activities and
operztion of egquipment, the eentractor shall gutilize such practicable
methods and devices as ave reasonably available to control, prevent,
and othervise minimize atmospheric emissiens or d¢ischarges of air
contaminants. )

During the performance of the work, the contractor would furnish all
labor, cquipment, materials, and means required, and would carry out
proper and efficient measures wherever and as often as necessary to
reduce dust and to prevent dust which has origirated from his operations
from damiging crops, orchards, cultivated fields, and dwellings, or
causing a nuisance te persons.

During construction, burning of slash would be permitted only at times
when couditions are considered faverable for burning and at locations
approved by proper state or local authoriti=s. 4ll buruing would be

60 thorough that the materials are reduced to ashes. In lieu of burning
combustille material, the macerial may be reduced to clhips of k-inch-
maximum thickness, distributed uniforuly on the ground surface within
the right-of-way, and mixed with the underlying earth so that they

would neu support combustion.

Areas disturbed during constzuction will be revagetated consistent with
present land use. Mast of the land required for the right-of-way ease-
z2nts would continue to be farmed or pastured after construction of the
transmission linec and terminal facilities,
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Where viver crossings or highway crossings occur, structures would
he spaced with long spans and set back from the river or highway as
far as practicable. -

The alinement through farms would be selected as far away from buildings

as reasonable to minimize interference with the farmstead as well as ¢
radio and television interference. Sufficient physical separation would '

te provided from dwellings s¢ that there would be little, if any, adverse {
effects on radio or television reception. The conducter size would also '
Le sufficiently large to minimize interferenca with radio or television

reception. The transmission lines would be placed to provide the least

smount of disturbance to farming operations. ' '

Clearing of shelterbelts or clumps of trees will be kapt to a minimum
or eliminated eantirely. Structures can be close enough to the trees, ‘
so that installation of higher structures will permit the line to go

over the trees and elimipate clearing or reduce the clearing to topping
or trimming only.

Tension stringing methods would be utilized te install the conductors

and overhead ground wires. Use of this stringing technique would also
reduce the impact of line construction since heavy equipment would not
have to move from structure to structure along the entire length of
right-of-way. Stringing equipment would be set up at 2- to 3-mile inter-
vals. This stringing technique would alse allow trees to be trimmed
instead of removed and underbrush left undisturbed.

£ll towers are grounded at each leg. To prevent electrification of
fence lines, wood-post fences parallel to and within 100 feet of the
centerline are grounded at l/8-mile intervals and fences with steel
posts are grounded at k-mile intervals.. One grounding post is used
ot each side of the right-of-way for fences crossing under the line.

In the event fossils or archaeological remains are discovered during

emplacement of towers, the state archaeolopist would be notified for

& determination of the disposition of the discovery, and the contractor

would provide such reasonable assistance and cooperation as may be {
necessary to preserve the findings for removal o~ other disposition

by the Government.
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1. addition of & 1180 mvw pumped
srorage plant near Fert Randall
{RT-6).
2. Main stem peaking plants -

a. 92.5 ww at Tort Peck

b, 282 mw at Fort Randall

e, 272 mw &t Carrison
3, 345-kv line from Fort Randall
Tap to Siaux Falls.
4, 345-%v line Item Fort Thompson
to Sieu:: Falls,
5. 345-kv line from Fort Randall
Tap te 3iouw City.
5, 230-kv line Irom Fert Peck to
Willisten to Tioega.
7. 345-kv line from Sioux Falls
to Lake ield Jct.
8§, 230-kv line from {arrison to
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9. 7230-%kv line from Garrison to
Jame stowWn
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAL OF OUTDOOR RECREATION

AID CONTINENT H/EGION
MATLING A ESS: STREFT 1OCATTON:
N RFT Y HETCH 1t Post (Hlee Pox 25,347 ARt Milier v ot
Pyaiiver Fedesnd © e Lavkeorwaomml, 0 odoriiangas
D42 Devvier, Coloraald Hlu;"_'.") ERRIRTINTIE l':: '_»|..‘|;.1
January 7, 1977
Mr. Gus J. Karabatsos
Chief, Planning Division
Missouri River Division
U.5. Army, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 103, Downtown Station
Omaha, Nebraska 68101
Dear Mr. Karabatsos:
In response to your letter of December 23, 1976, and discussions
with Mr. David Billman of your staff, enclosed are two copies of
our rewrite of Section E (Selected Plan, National Wild and Scenic
River Proposal, Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park) for
inclusion in your Missouri River Umbrella Study draft report.
We are also enclosing two copies of a rewrite of the '"No Federal
Action" section which corresponds to Section D, paragraph 80,
pages D-22 and D-23, of your draft.
Should you have any questions on this material, please give us
a call.
Sincerely,
57
4/% le-.
. ETh
= /
Albert G. Baldwin
Assistant Regional Director
Resource Planning Services
Enclosures
cc wo/enc: David Billman
OMUT0y - i : :
P % (Enclosure is part of Section E, Appendix I)
14 -
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Buresu of Outdoor Keecreation
January 7, 1977

SECTION D - FORMULATING A PLAN

NO FEDERAL ACTION (Reviscd)

80. Under six functional categories, this section has identificed a
number of possible sclutions to problems and needs. In addition,

there exists for each of the six the alternative - although in most
cases it i{s not a solution - of no Federal action. This alternative
assumes a continuation of current trends in the use and development

{or loss and degradation) of resources, and that neo new Federal actions
will be taken as a result of this study,

A determination must be made for each resource category as to what
conditions and measurable effects will result from & no Federal action
situation, This makes it possible to establish a haseline from which
to measure impacts of alternatives and of the recemmended ‘plan. The
results of no Federal action will vary: some activities, such as bank
stabilization or narional wild, scenic, or recrcaticnal river desig-
nation, appear to require direct Federal involvement or some form of
joiut Federal-State actions. COther activities, such as additional
electrical generation, seem likely to occur with or without Federal
initiative. No Federal acztion should net be equated with a continuation
of present conditions for most resource categeries. Lack of bank
stabilization, for example, will not preserve the river in its present
stare, Rather, it will preserve a regime of centinuing change: and
while the river will remain attractive and natural-appearing in some
respects, unique and valuable islands, sandbars, wooded areas, and
farmlands will be lost,
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711 Central Avenue
8lilings, Montana 39102

il P 1776

Colonel Russell A. Glenn

DistricT Engineer

Corps of Engineers, Omaha District
8014 U.S. Post Office & Courthouse
Omaha, Nebraska 68102

Dear Colonel Glenn:

This planning aid letter provides our preliminary assessment cf The
effects on fish and wildllfe rescurces of alternative proposats for
hydropower developments downstream of Fort Peck Reservoir, The
analysis was prepared in response fo your January 20, 1975, and April
17, 1975, requests for assistance in the assessment and evaluation of
alternatives being studied under authorities containad in Senate Report
Ho. 93~1032.

This letter has been informally ccordinated with the Montana Department
of Fish and Game (letter of comment attached) and supersedes our earller
planning aid letter of April 10, 1975, However, this letter does not
constitute the final report of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within
tha meaning of Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

{48 Stat. 4C| as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.), nor does it discharge
our responsibilities under the National Environmenta! Policy Act of

1969 {Public Law 91-190, 83 Stat. 852-856). A Fish and Wildlife 3ervice
report covering all aspects of The Missouri River "Umbrella Study,”

and desioned to meet Coorainaticn Act requirements is scheduled for
completion in November of 1976, The report, which will integrate the
material in this letter with analyses from other area offices, will be
coordinated by and submitted from our Denver Regional Cfflice.

Introducticn

The threa National Economic Qevelopment (NED) altsrnatives evaluated
herein are limited t¢ those occurring immediste!y dcwnstream of Fort
Peck Dam. These include: {I! the addition of two turbines with a rated
capacity of 185 megawatts without downstream reregulztion; (2) the
addition of fwo turbines with a rated czpacity of 135 megawatts with a
reregulating cam at river mile 1766.23 (Range 3); and (3) the addition of
two turbines with a rated capacity of 185 megawatts with 2 reregulating

OLUTKfam a2t river mile 1763.84 (Range 4),
~
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o
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We understand that main stem dam proposals at +he Fort Benton and Cow
Creek Sites, and pumped-storage alternatives at For+ Peck Reservoir,

have been dropped from consideration under the Missouri River "Umbrel la
Study." Also, it is understood that there are ne plans to evaluate bank
stabilization or water logging problems within Mon+tana as part of this
study. Accordingly, none of these alternatives or potential alternatives
were addressed,

The primary objective of your current study at Fort Peck, as we understand
*, 1s Yo determine the feasibility and advisability of constructing two
additlonal hydropower units in Fort Peck Dam. The additional tfacilities
would provide increased peaking capabilities at the dam, but would not
resutt in a net increase in total power production, Afthough significant
within-bank stcrage fluctuations downstream from +he powerhouse would
accompary additional peaking capabilities, no significant operational
changes of Fort Peck Reservoir would be required according to information
provided us. Only very smzail| changes in hourly, daily, and weekly patterns
in the reservoir elevations are anticipated. These- changes are estimated
to cause accumulated variations of not more than 0.1 4o 0.2 feet over
those occurring under current operations. On that basis, we have assumed
that no significant alterations of fish and wildlife habi+ats associated
directly with the reservoir would occcur. We are consicdering the area

ot Influence to be |imited to the area downstream from Fort Peck Dam.

Fish and Wildlife Pasources

The Missouri River, within the area of project infiuence, has been

highly modified in recent decades by the construction and operation of
Fort Peck Dam. Fort Peck Reservoir, formed when the gates of the dam
were closed In 1937, inundated approximately 247,000 acres of land,
Including more than 134 miles of Missouri River bottom land. In addition,
the natural ftow regimes of the river belew the dam have been drasticafly
altered to meet power, flood control, and irrigation demands. Major
changes In downstream water quality have occurred. Fall and spring
temperature changes were slowed and medified, turbicdity was reduced and
dissolved oxygen levels were increased. The accumulated effects of these
changes on fishes of the Missour] River ars apparent when relative abun-
dances of given fish species occurring in the tailrace are compared to
relative abundance estimates farther downstream. Forty species of
freshwater fish are now known to occur in the Missouri River below Fort
Peck Dam. Twenty-eight of these species are native to Montana and 12
specles are considered to be exotics. Of the 40 species occurring in

the tailrace, only 17 species are rated as being abundant or commen,
whereas 27 species azre rated in these categories further downstream.
Abnormally cool water temperatures, from low level water releases and the
rapidly fluctuating water levets in the river occurring from power
generation, sre believed tc be prime facters affecting relative abundance
of fishes in the tailrace area.
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Of special interest are paddiefish that migrate up the Missouri River
from Garriscon Reservolr and concentrate In the dredge cuts below Fort
Peck Cam. Although many facters atfecting paddlefish migrations are not
fully understood, it is believed fhat incresased fliows, from downstream +rib-
utaries, warmer water femperatures and a lengthening photo period are
prime factors influencing migration. Anocfher factor to be considerad

Is the productivity level of water in the dredge cut arzas. Higher
symmer temgeratures and a low rate of water exchange in the dredge cuts,
as compared to adjacent waters in the tailrace, account for higher_pro-
ductivity in the cuts. These conditicns are attractive to paddlefish,
which are detritus and plankton feeders, and may partially or largely
account for the concentraticn of these fish in +his area. Hewever,

the significance of the dredge cut "habitats" to the life history
requirements of the Missouri River paddlefish population are not known.

in any case, a signiflcant sport fishery for paddlefish exists when these
flsh are concentrated in the dredge cuts following migration. A walleye
and sauger sport fishery also occurs in the talliwater area below Fort
Peck Reservoir when these fish are concentrated during periods of
favorable water releases and temperatures. Lake +rout, an introduced
species, is also considered an important fish in the *ailrace area.

The Fort Peck project has resultaed in major tand-use changes below the

dam. The large dredge cuts were created when fill was axcavated for

dam construction. Additionmal land acreages were committed to recreational
purposes and wildlife management. The accumulated gffects of these changes
on the fayna of the upper Missouri River Valiey have been significant,

Though modifled, wildlife resources in the area remain varied. Woody
habitat of imperfance occurs as densa stands of cottonwoods and willows
along the bottomiands and on the larger islands. In timbered areas not
heavily grazed, grasses, forbs, and wildrose provide the understody.

An abundance of songbirds frequent the river bottom. Cormorants,
pelicans, herons, and gulls are often seen. Bald and golden eagles,
sparrow hawks, red-tailed hawks and snowy owls have been observed.

Lpland game habitat is characterized by an Interspersion of grainfields,
brush areas, pastures, and hayflields of varying sizes. Pheasants,
cottontail rabbits, and a few Hungarian partridges are common upland
game specles. Pheasants and cottontail rabbits are mos+ numerous in

the agricultural lands that are interspersed with brushy areas and idie
acreages,

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has established a nesting flock of
Canada geese in this area, Islands and dredge cut ponds furnish most
of the habitat used by geese for nesting.

Islands of particular importance are Scout Island and Duck Island. These
rather large isiands, !93 acres and 95 acres respectively, contain marshy
areas which provide secure resting and nesting areas for migratory water-
fowl. For example, about 40 gaslings (Canada geese) have been produced
annually In this arza during the fast thres years. Although whitetail
2nd mule deer utilize both of these islands, Scout lsland, which is not

grazed by demestic livestock, is of particular imoortance +o them.
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The dliverse vegetation occurring on this island provides excelient escape
cover for pheasants as well, )

The area beiow Fort Peck Dam is significant to wintering waterfow!, partic-
ularty matiard populations, The seepage from the main dam is collectad

tn sumps. The water from these sumps is discharged beiow the dam, ferming
8 stream cajled Duck Cresk, This warm water stream remains open during

the winter and at times is utilized by up to 20,000 wintering matiard
ducks. This large aggregation of ducks has created several management
problems. QDuring years when there are no other ice=free areas in thes
vicinity and snow covers the surroundirg grain fields, natural feeding
areas are largely eliminated. Under these conditions, many of the birds
become weak and some starve. Because the population is highly visible

to the public, there is considerable Irterest in and pressure for sup-
plemental feeding of the birds.

Another potentlal problem with this heavily concentrated wintering popu-
lation is the possible outbreak of DVE (Duck Virsl Enteritis). If this
disease ware to break out, the entire population would have to be destroyed
and cdisposed of to prevent the spread of infection to other populations.

The American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregqrinus anatum) classed as
Endangered under provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, has
been observed during the winter months In the vicinity of Duck Creek.
The zrea is probably attractive to the bdirds because of the high concen-
tration of wintering mallards there. ' ‘

The Smithsonian institution has prepared lists, by states, of potentizally
threatened or endangered ptant species. Ten species within these cate-
gories were identifled as occurring in Montana. We have no knowledge
that any of these plants occur in the proposed project area.

Procedure and Existing Situation Analysis

The Natlonal Coordinating Committee (NCC) for fish and wildiife conser-
vation In Federal water development programs reccmmended in November 1973,
that the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (USF¥S) move promptly *o establish
and implement a system of habitat evaluation based on non-monetary measures
of habitat value in order *o more adequately display the beneficiat and
adverse effects of water development projects on fish a2nd wildllfe
resources. |In response, the USFWS organlzed z committee to develop
ecclogical planning and evaluation procedures. The committee was composed
of representatives from state fish and wildlife agencies, private
conservation organizations, and USFWS.

The Jolnt Federai-State Conservation Organizations Committee completed
8 draft proposal im January 1974 entitled, "Ecological! Planning and
Evaluation Procedures." These procadures have been used to evaliuate
the hydropower additions at Fort Peck Dam.

During Sepfember 975, a team of three biologists {(Dick Trueblood,
Montana Department of Fish ang Game; Mike Erwin, USFWS; and Doug McDonaid,
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Corps of Engineers, Omaha, Nebraska} delineated and rated terrestrial
habitat in the area cf the rereguiatory proposals for *he purpose of
estabtishing baselline or existing habitat conditions. A total of flve
habltat types was described.

(1) The woodland' *ype consis+ts of an overstory with a closed or
nearly closed canopy of cottonwoods. In this type, the ungerstory
varies from only cne or two species of plants to a very diverse '

intermixture of rose, buffaloberry, willow, snowberry, grass and
sl lver sage,

(2) The savannzh tvpo consists of an overstory of widely scattersd
cottonwoods witn an understory of grass or a mixture of siiver sage,
grass and rose.

(3) The marsh type consists of a variety of plant species with the
number of species occurring In any one fecation varying, but includ~-

tng one or mere of the following: wiliow, cavtait, bullrush, cotfon=
wood saplings, equisetum, sadge and grass,

(4) The shrub arassland tvype is composed of two vegetative associations
In the bottomlands and one In the uplands. 8y far the most prevalent

In the bottomland was the sitver sage-grass type; buffaloberry, rose,
snowberry, silver sage and grass ccmprised the other. In the uplands,

big sage and miscellanecus grasses are the dominant components of the
shrub grassiand habitat type.

{5) The cropland type consists primariiy of wheat, barley and al+falfa,

The aquatic habl+ats within +the project area were also analyzed and sub-
Jectively evaluatad by a team of aquatic tiologists, (Jim Leibelt and
Richard Johnson, Montana Department of Fish and Game; Cennis Christopherson,
USFWS; and Chuck Frith, Corps of Engineers, Omaha, Nebraska.) The eval-
uation was based on {imited available biclogical data, using other Missouri

River mainstem reservoir tailraces as a basis for cemparison. Two habitat
types were identified:

(1} The river type Includes the tailrace and downstream reaches of
the Missour| River, including backwater areas.

(2) The dredge cut *vpe is limited to the pool areas located west
of Highway 249,

These terrestrial and aguatic habitat types were subjectively rated on a
scale of | to I0, with 10 reprasenting the maximum attainable value of
the habitat type for meeting habitat requirements of the species being
evaluated when compared to similar types in the region, The region is
an arbitrarily defined geographical area with comparable climatological,
edaphic and topographical characteristics.

The woodiand habitat was rated at an average value of 7.! habitat units
per acre ynder presant conditions. Savannsh, formed to some extent by
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clearing wooclands for grazing, was given an average rating of 4.2 habitat
units per acre. Marsh habi*at was made up of small acreages and exhibited
considerable variaticon in vegetative compasiticn; five such areas wers
evaluated and given an average rating of 5.6 habitat units per acre.

Shrub grasslands exhibited dissimilarity bztween locations; four sample
areas were rated at an average value of 6.3 habitat units per acre. Two
baslc crop types exist in the project area, smal!l grains (wheat and barley)
and alfalfa, Two samples, one on National Wildtife Refuge lands and cne
on private land, were ussd to rate the wheat-bariey cropiand becausa of
the contrasting farming practices in use. Wildlife management practices
on refuge lands include leaving a portion of the crop unharvested, main-
talning minimum stubble heights and delaying discing of stubble until
spring. Consequantly, these lands are of more vealue to wildlife. The
ratings from these samples were averaged with the rating for alfalfa

land, all of which was on private land, to arrive at a cropland rating

of 4.1 habitat units per acre.

Average rated value of the river-type aguatic habitat type was 8.3, The
dredge cut type wzs also rated at 8.3 habitaT units per acre.

These aquatic and terrestrial evaluations combined with acreage inven-
tories provided the base!ine information for our nen-monetary assessments
of the various Fort Peck hydropower alternatives. The planning area con-
sldered when comparing aiternatives extended from Fert Peck Dam to R.M.
1801.2 balow Wolf Point, Mcnfana (See Attachment #3), Summarized basic
cata, Including certain assumptions used in the znaiyses, are available
in the Billings Area Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The alternatives evaiuated include: () additional units without reregula-
tion, (2) additional units with a reregulavion dam at Range 3, and (3)
additional units with a reregulation dam a* Range 4. In addition, a

"no action" a2lfernative was evaluated. On March 3, 1976, we were in-
formally advised that the addition of only one hydropower unit, without
reregulation, was now being considered. Our evaluation of this alter-
native will be presented at a later date in another planning aid ietter.

No Action

A decision not to proceed with construction of additional hydropower
facllities at Fort Peck Dam would, of course, have no direct effeet on
existing fish and wildlife resources. The existing resource base, as
briefly described eariier in this memorandum, will continue fo be largely
a function of changing land use patterns in the area. Wildlife popu-
lations on lands committed to wildlife managemen® purposes would be
protected from major habitat alterations. Populaticns whose critical
habltats are on private or public lands not soie!y committed to wildltfe
management may In some cases be subjected to fur+her deterioration. For
example, under present manacement practices the woodiands in the project
area will probably disappear in the near future. Cottonwoods are

being cut and burned fo provide more grassland for cattle. Even when
woodlots are not cleared, intensive grazing is eliminating the shrubby
understory and preventing regensration of cottonwoods. Without cessation
of dellberate cutting and without the benefit of acditional recmuitment

Appendix 3
21

T AR -

e T T T R




the exlsting wcodlands may not persist over a long number of years. While
+he woodlands 'n thelr present condltion are of value to wildlife, some of
this value will likely be lost in the future and the habitat type wlili be-
come modifled even further. :

Wiidilée habitats of ail types occurring cn the islands will also be
subject to some alterations in the foreseeable future. Evidence cf
active erosion on islands is readlly apparent. it appears that many of
the sma!l islands, which now serve as Impcrtant goose nesting areas,
will eventually be destroyed unless somehcw stadbilized.

With the exception of the islands and woodlands, we believe long term
habltat trends are virtually impossible to predict with confidence.
Therefora, for the purpose of this 2nalysis we assumed the existing
conditions would prevail.

.

Major changes in downstream fish popylaticns and habitats would not be
anticipated, unless significant alterations are made in reservoir
operations.

Additional Unlts Without Reregulaticn - {(Two Units)

Construction of new hydropower faci!ities without providing for re-
reguiation of flows resulting from peaking power operations would have
signiflcant adverse effects cn fishery resources in downstream reaches
of the river. Analysis of the hydrological data and operational assump-
tions you provided indicates that degradation of fish habitats would
cccur, in varying degrees, from Fort Peck Dam downstream for a distance
of at least 70 miles. Habitat disturbances resulfing from increases in
water level fluctuations and water velocities would be the primary cause
of degradation. Increases in water level fluctuations would expose

targer areas of the stream substrate to daily drying or freezing conditions.
Increases In stranding of aquatic orgesnisms, including fish, would accompany

large water flow reductions, Flushing and mechanical damage o stream
substrate as a result of larger water volumes at increased velocities
would cccur. An increase in water turbidities would be anticipated.

The unregulated peaking discharges would aggravate bark erosion and would
iimit establishment of vegetation of streambanks and sandbars. Stream-
bank habitats, which are important to beaver and muskrat, as well as many
other animals, would be edversely altered. Canada goosse nesting habitat
would be destroyed by accelerated erosion of shoreline habitats. Effects
of Increased water leval fluctuation on nesting behavior of Canada geese
in the area are not known at this time.

Approximately 814 acres of wildlife habitat occurs on islands in the 70
mile section of river bteiow Fort Peck Dam. Wildlife habitats on these
isfands would be inundated or destroyed by accelerated erosion from un-
requlated water discharge.

In our opinion, the loss of 37,349 habitat units of river and dredge cut
habitats cecurring with this alternative could not be mitigated. Losses
of Island habitats might be mitigated through acguisition and iatense
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management of similar acresges of rcmaining island habitats or by acauiring

and managing similar nop-isiand riparian habitats for wildlife.

Approx=-

imately !,271 acres of such ripariar habitat would be requlred.

Table | summarizes existing acreages of the seven habitat types,
potentially altered by *his alternative and reflects habitat units
potentially lost as well as the acreages of simitar lands in the area

that would need to be acquired for management if effective mitigation were

to be accompllished.

HABITAT SUMMARY ~ ADDITIONAL UNITS WITHOUT PEREGULATION

TABLE .
Net Habitat Approximate
Existing Units Lost Acreage
Existing Habitat or Gained Required for
Habltat Tvpe Acres Units (Annualized) Mitication
Shrub Grassland 474 2,986 - 2,986 807
Wood | and 101 R A - 717 247
Savannah 160 672 - 672 116
Marsh 79 4432 - 442 101
Cropland -—— — — -
River @,430%* 70,774%¥ - 32,546 19, 145%
Dredge Cut 643 5,337 - 4,803 2,825
TOTALS 10,887 80,928 - 42,166
*Cannot be mitigated '
**includes islands inundated by the river
Additional Units, Reregulation Dam at Rarge 3 (R.M. 1766.23)

Construction of a reregulation dam beiow Fort Peck Dam having sufficient
storage fo provide "perfect reguiation of peaking flows and adeguate
minimum flows during shutdown periods wouid confine major alterations

of fish and wildlife habitats to the area between the reregulation

structure and Fort Peck Dam.

A dam at Range 3 would change approximately five miies of the Missouri

River Into a flugtuating reservoir environment,

The reservoir would have

a suyrface area of approximately 2,350 acres at full poc! and would

undergo daily water leve!l fluctuations of up to ¢.8 feet.

Approxi~

mately 557 acres of riparian and flcod plain habitat would be
Inundated or otherwise lost as a result of accelerated erosion,
with Island habitats accounting for 327 acres of this loss.

Accelerated ercosion of shoreline habltats combined with the loss of

Island habitats will have substantial

geese.

nastling success,

adverse conseguences on Canada
These habitats serve as nesting areas for fthe birds and any

reduction in the number or size of The islangs will
The effect of

affect their
increasas in water level

fluctuation

on the breeding behavior of Canada geese is not fully understood,
although 1t has been observed to be generalty uncesirabie, ’
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The Increases In water level fluctuations will adversely affect bank
dwelling mammals, particularly muskrats and beaver.

Riparian and flocdplain habitat Is in ever decreasing supply and the
loss of 557 acres of this type habitat wil! adversely affect all resident
game and non-game species occurring in the area.

Inundation of portions of Duck Creek, combined with significant increases

In daily stage fluctuations within the proposed reregulation pool, witl

alter habitat conditions that are now attractive to wintering mallard
populations below Fort Peck Cam. Increases in wintering habitat could
occur with The increasad availability of open water above and below

the reregulation dam and with the periodic availability of exposed

bars and flats. Contrarily, the daily ingrease in water level fluctua-
tlons that would occur within the protected area of Duck Creek could
offset any improvement in other habitat factors. Whether corresponding
Increases or decreases in wintering mallard popuiations wouid foilow

s not known because many factors exerting limiting pressures on the
exIsting pepulation are not fully understood, |f, however, relocation
of the population or portions of the pcpulation to open areas within
the reregulation pocl occurred, artificial feeding would be nearly
Impossible. Although this popuiation of birds provides significant
tate season sport hunting opportunities for residents of the area,
"shortstopping”" of migratory birds in northern climates s considered
undesirable. "Shortstopping" is undesirable because of the potential
danger for outbreaks of Duck Viral Enteritis and the inevitable demands
by the public for supplemental feeding during severe winters,

A reregulation dam construct*ed at Range 3 would have severe effects on
the aquatic resources occurring above the reregulaticon dam. The dam
would provide a physical barrier to the movement of fishes. Access of
paddiefish to the Fort Peck dredge cuts would be eliminated. Although
the relationship of the dredge cut habitats to the lite history re-
quirements of the paddiefish is not known, it is anticipated that fhere
would at least be a reduction in the sport harvest of the species even
1f the biological integrity of the existing run were maintalned.

Movement of walteys and sauger into the tailrace area would be eliminated.
However, a simiiar tailrace fishery mignt develop below the reregulation
dam. Such 2 sport fishery would be dependent upon the development of
adequate access and recreational facilities,

At the present time It Is not known if spawning areas for any of these
fish occur in the area that would be {nundated by a reregulation dam.

The reregulation pool would provide an unproductive environment for
fishes. The highly fluctuating water !eveis combined with rapid
turnover rates and cool water temperatures would preclude development
of a significant fishery.

The effect cf increases in water leve! fluctuations within the dredge
cuts would be noficeable. Primary and secondary productivity would
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be reduced as a2 result of corresponding decrea
peratures and the projected

erosion. Subseguont decre
dredge cuts would be anticipated.

Elimination of the extreme within
wlthout a reregula+t

resources,

The effects of the regulation dam on a

are displayed In Table 2.

HO

ses In average water tem-
increase in s!ltation from accelerated bank

ases of sport fishing opportunities in the

fon dam and preservation of an
stream flow of 3,000 cfs at all times below
.eliminate effects of the proposed project on

-bank fluctuations which would occur

instantaneocus minimum

the reregulation dam would
downstream fish and wildilfe

quatic and terrestrial habitats

TABLE 2. HABITAT SUMMARY - ADDITIONAL UNITS, REREGULATION RANGE 3

Net Habitat Approximate
- Existing Units Lost Acreage
Existing = HMabitat or Gained . Required for

Habltat Type Acres Units (Annusalized) Mitiaation
Shrub Grassland 544 3,427 - 972 263
¥Wood i and 235 {,669 - 1,204 415
Savannah 223 937 - 506 87
Marsh i49 784 - 723 165
Cropland 430 1,720 ¢ 0]
River B,757%% £8,060%% - §,128 4,781%
Dredae Cut 643 5,337 - 4 802 2,825*%
TOTAL 10,981 81,934 -16,336

*Losses cannot be mitigated
®*¥includes isiands inundated by the river

losses of river and drad

and could not be mitigated.

mitigated by acquiring or by
habitats and managing the

necessarily a direct need for additional

would otherwise be acquired

mitigation needs in thisg analysis, future lanc use

purchased for other

existing use. However,
It appears that mitigation of up
related losses could acerue.,
i1nes" were not provided in the
& preliminary estimate,

project purposaes was assumad to be similar to
ands were Yo be managed for wildlite,

to 2,996 habitat "units" of project
Although projected real estate "take
planning materials furnished +his office,
for planning purposes oniy, was obtained from

if the !

ge cut habitat are, in our opinion, irreversible

Losses of terrestrial habitats could be

for project

taking easements on acreages of similar
lands for the benefit of wildiife,
Column 5, illustrates the acreage required for mitigation,
type, for each habi+at occurring within the project area.
of lands needed are based on *he reiative values of existin
in the area, They reflect the need to a

Table 2,
by habitat
The estimates
g habitats

ceomp | {sh mitigation, but not
land acquisition over what
in determining

purposes.

of

lands +o be
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Mr. Rendy Leu, COE, Omaha, Nebraska. The boundaries used for planning
are roughly denofeq in Attachment |, Tahle 2a illustrates, by habitat
type, the losses mitigated by establishment of a wiid!i+te management

program on these estimated project lands, as well as reflecting remain-
Ing unmitigated josses, :

TABLE 2a. MITIGATION POTENTIAL - PROJECT LANDS, REREGULAT!ON RANGE 3

Approximate Habitat
Units & Acreages S+ill

Habitat Type Existing Acres Habitat Units Reguired for Mitigation
Within Takeline Within Takeline Gained Habitat Units Acres
Shrub Grassland 38 141 - 83| 225
Woodiand : 39 3 -1,081 375
Savannah 28 162 * o= 344 59
Marsh 0 0 -~ 723 165
Cropland . 430 2,580 +2,580 +430%
TOTAL 535 - 2,596

*This figure refiects a gain In acreage of cropland habitat

With this alternative, changing land use of cropland acreage to benefit
wildlife would stl1l leave an unmitigated in kind habitat loss. Thase
losses with the exception of marsh habitat could also be mitigated by
the purchase and management for wildliife of additional bottomlands on
the south side of the river in Section 34 or 35, T27N, R4IE.

Addltlonal Units, Rerequiation Dam at Rarce 4 (R.M. 1763.8)

Construction of a reregulation dam at Range 4 would have many of the
same effects on fish and wildlife resources as the proposed structure
located at Range 3. If sufficient storage is provided to maintain
"perfect" regulation and if adequate minimum flows are maintalned during
shutdown periods, hablitat aiterations would be |imited to the area
between the reregulation structure and Fort Peck Dam. The reservoir
formed by this dam would inundate approximately seven miles of the
Missouri Rlver and 568 acres of riparian and flood ptain habitat,
Inciuding 327 acres of island habitat. The reservoir would cover 2,096
surface acres and would undergo daily fluctuations of up to |3 feet,

One of the major differences between the two dam sites would be the
elimination of the use of the dredge cuts located west of Highway 249

for active storage under the Range 4 propesal., The planning information
provided excludes the dredge cuts and assumes that a low leve! structure
would be constructed at the site of the Highway 249 bridge. This structure
would greatly reduce the magnitude of the daily water level fluctuations
occurring within the dredge cuts and would provide a much stabler agquatic
environment. With proper management, a viable sport fishery could be
malntained in this area. The Range 4 proposal, however, does require
lnundation of slightly larger acreages of terrestrial habitats.
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Losses of Canada goose nesting habitat on islands within the reregulation
reservoir would be very simitar to losses cceurring with the Range 3
propesal. Nesting habitat along the dredge cut shcreiine, however,

would not be altered,

Daily stage fluctuations would not occur in *he Duck Creek area with this
alternative. As a result, littie change in habitat conditions for
wintering mallard ducks would be anticipated uniess the birds relocated
to open areas within the reregulation pool or to areas immediate!y below
the reregulation dam. Reloccation of *his pepulation to these areas wouid
severely compound winter feeding problems,

As In the Range 3 proposal, a reregulation dam constructed at Range 4

would provide a physical barrier to movement of fishes. Paddlefish

access to the dredge cuts would be eliminated. Movement of savger and
walleye Into the Fort Peck tailrace area would aiso be terminated. A
similar tailrace fishery for these species might develop below the
rereguiation dam, as outlined for the Range 3 prcposal. Highly fluctuating
water levels combined with a rapid turnover rate of water within the
regulation pool would result in a retatively sterile aquat+ic environment

In the reservoir. A significant sport fishery is not anticipated in

that area. - :

Alteration of aquatic and terrestrial habitats occurring with the Range
4 alternative are displayed in Table 3.

TABLE 3. HABITAT SUMMARY - ADDITIONAL UNITS, REREGULATION RANGE 4

Net Habitat Approximate

Existing Units Lost Acreage
Existing Habitat or Gained Required for

Habltat Type Acres Units {Annualized) Mitigation
Shrub Grassland 760 4,788 - 1,148 3t
Woodland 466 3,309 - 2,066 712
Savannah 453 1,903 - 533 92
Marsh 186 |,042 - 643 146
Cropland 561 2,244 - 132 22
River B,B66%* 68,873%% - 10,943 6,437
Dredos Cut 643 5,337 - 1,601 Q42%
TOTAL 11,935 87,496 -~ 17,087

*Losses cannot be mitigated
¥tincludes islands inundated by the river

Losses of river and dredge cut habitats caused by the project cannot be
mitigated in our opinion. As with the Fange 3 proposal, however,
terrestrial losses could be mitigated by increasing the carrying
ceapacity for wildlife on similar habitats,
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Table 3a denctes habitat losses which could be mitigated in This way on
project acquired !ands. The preliminary takelines used in These assump-
tions were cotained from Mr, Randy Leu, CCE, Omaha, Mebraska. The
boundaries used fcr pianning are dencted in Attacnment 2.

TABLE 2a. MITIGATION POTENTIAL - PROJECT LANDS, REREGULATICM RANGE 4

Approximate Habitat
Units & Acreages Still

Habitat Type Existing Acres Habltat Units _Required for Mitigaticon
Within Takeline Within Takeline Gainsd Habitat Units Acres
Shrub Grassland 244 903 - 245 67

Wood land 258 748 . -1,318 454

Savannah 273 1,583 +1,0%0 +18i*
Marsh ) 66 290 - 353 80

Cropland 528 3,168 +3.036 +506*
TOTAL {,369 6,692

*These flgures represent 2 net gain in habitat

Table 3a, Column 5, shows that gains in habitat uni+ts for savannah and
cropland nabitat types would occur with the management program. Unmiti-
agated losses of shrub grassiand, woodlard, and marsh would still

remain. With the exception of marsh habitat types, much of the unmifi-
gated loss cf the remaining habitat types could be compensated for by
conversion of the cropland acres within the "take |ine" to other vegetative
types which would be of greater value to wiitdiife.

Unresolved [ssues

In our planning aid letter of Aprll 10, 1975, we discussed the subject

of borrow sites that would be required for the 200,000 cubic yards of
anbankment materia! needed for construction of the reregulation dam at
either Range 3 or 4. We have not yet received any information delineating
the borrow sites under consideration for this purpose. As a consequence,
this memorandum does not assess habitat disturbances resulting from
borrow removal.

Our Apri! letter aiso addressed the subject of the need for additional
power transmission tacilities. We understand the Bureau ot Raclamatien
Is the marketing agency for any addi+ional peower that may be generated
at Fort Peck Dam. Also we understand +hat an additional 230 kv frans-
mission line would be required if the proposed hydropower facilities
were bullt at Fort Peck. The line would go either to Bismarck, North
Dakota, or *o Garrison Dam, Nor+h Dakata, although specific rcutes

have not been designated. We have not yet reczived any information re-
garding proposad transmission corriders. Consequently, we do not under-
stand how fthe feasibility or advisability of the Fort Peck hydropowar
alternatives, or any other aiternative, can he determined until alternative
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Transmission routes are selected ard studied a- part of the overali
analysis. A transmission |ine of 230 kv magritude would have potentially
serfous effects on fish and wildlife habitats. in any E.[.5. covering
the development of additional power the wltimate use of this power andg
resultant environmen?al.impacfs should be covered

Conclusions and Recommenda+tions

(1) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service oppeses 185 megawatt power
additions at Fort Peck without reregulation because of +he significant

adverse alterations of fish and wild!ife habitats, particularly aquatic
habltats, that would occur,

(2) Of the power proposals advanced, the Range 3 alternative would
be the least damaging +o existing fish and wildlife habitats, Con-
struction of the reregulation dam at Range 4 would result in fess
alteration of existing aquatic habitat, but would affect existing
terrestrial habjtats to a greater degree. |[f, howaver, assumptions
for land acquisition used in this analysis are correct, and if manage~
ment of these acquired lands is dedicated to wildlife purposas,
mitigation of most terrestrial wildlife losses for Range 4 could be
accomplished on project lands, Therefore, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service would favor the Range 4 zlterpnative provided the project
tands are managed for wiidiife with operation and maintenance funds
provided as a cost to the project. 1f the land acquisition and
management provisions are not provided for, the Range 3 aiternative
would te preferred.

{3) Any reregulation dam constructed should be designed and cperated to
provide a minimum instantaneous downstream flow of at least 3,000 cfs.

{4) Sslection of borrow areas for the 200,000 cubic yards of embankment 5
should be made to provide for minmimum disturbance of surface vegetation,

especially riparian vegetaticn, We request the opportunity to provide :
you with our zssessment of the various borrow si*e alternatives when
these areas are eventually selected.

{5) Utilization of any tajirace fishery which may develop below the
reregulation structure will be dependent upon provision of public

access and the construction of adequate visitor facilities. Road access,
parking area, health facilities and a boat launching facility should

be provided. These facilities should be designed in cooperation with

the Montana Flsh and Game Commission and the U.S. Fish and Wild!life
Service.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the preposed power and
rereguiatory project. We pian to provide our assessment of the
effects of the Fork Feck hydropower alierratives on fisherman and
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hunter-use as well as our assessment of only one hydropower uni?
without reregulation in a forthcoming planning aid memorandum. Please
keep us Informed of *he status of your sfudies so that our continuing
efforts on this project may be fully respensive to the requirements

of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

Sincereiy,

(FnFm e L,

Burton W. Rounds
Area Manager
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United States Department ot the Interior

AREA OFFICE: SOUTH DAKOTA — NEBRASKA
POST OFFICE BOX 250
PIERRE, SOUTH DAKOTA 57501

January 12, 13877

General William E. Read
Missouri River Division
U.S. Corps of Engineers
215 Nerth 17th Street

Omaha, Hebraska 68102

Dear General Read:

This letter is provided to identify important fish and wildlife resources
and provides our preliminary assessment of the affects on those resources
by compeonents of the Missouri River Umbrella Study. Your proposals

at this time include a pumped-storage hydropower site in Gregory County,
South Daketa; bank protection below Fort Randall Dam at 21 sites; and

the inelusion of the open river reach, to include extensive bank stabiliza-

tion, of the Missouri River between Gavins Point Dam and Ponca, Nebraska,
as a Nationzl Recreation River under the National Wild and Scenic River
Act, Publiec Law 90-3542. OQur analysis is prepared in response to your
January 2¢, 1975, and April 17, 1975, requests for assistance in the
assessment and evaluation of alternatives being studied under authori-
ties contained in Senate Report Number 93-1032.

This letter has been informally coordinated with the Nebraska Game and
Parks Commission and the South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks Commission.
However, it does not constitute the official report of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service within the meaning of Section 2 of the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et.
seq.}, ner does it discharge our responsibilities under the Naticmal
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190, B3 Stat. 852-836).

This letter establishes our position and provides suggestions for future
efforts on the Missouri River Umbrella Study. A summary letter and
overall position on the entire Umbrella Stuay will be provided to you
by our Regicnal office after review of the Draft Survey Report. That
letter should accompany your Survey Report to Congress.

Gregory County Pump-back Storage Propesal

Information provided us in your April 19, 1976 letter and subsequent
contacts betwesn our agencies indicates that the proposed Gregery County
pumped-storage hydropower site wilil be located about 35 miles upstream
from Fort Randall Dam on the right bank. The hydropower proposal weould
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consist of 3 units with an installed net capacity of 1,180 MW, an average
gross head of 711 feet, znd would discharge 24,740 c¢.f.s. during generation.
Proposed generation schedules indicate that maximum daily generation

would be 9 hours and only cccur on weekdays, For economic reasons,
generation will not exceed 1,000 hours per year.

The proposed pumping discharge into the forebay is estimated at 16,490
c.f.s. and is scheduled for 8.3 hours per day on weekdays, and 13.0
hours per day on weekends.

The Gregory County pumped-storage proposal will require 1,550 acres

of land to provide a forebay water surface area of 1,155 acres. A 30,100
foot, ring levese will be required around the forsbay. The maximum drawdown
in the forebay i1s estimated at 61 feet.

Operation of the proposed Gregory County pumped-storage unit on Lake
Francis Case will have impacts on water quality, fish populations, and
benthic organisms. Impacts associated with water gquality will include
increased turbidity and possible increases in iron ‘and manganese concentra-
tions. Impacts on fish populations will include mortality resulting

from both the pumping and generating cycles of the unit and disruption

of spawning migrations. Benthos production will be decreased due to
increased siltation and disruption of substrate in the tailrace area.

The White River, located approximately 36 miles upstream from the propesed
Cregory County pumped-storage site, deposits a significant quantity

of sediment In the project area. This river cften carries a heavy sediment
load, consisting primarily of collodial clays, which have formed a delta

in Lake Franeis Case. This delta is gradually moving down the lake

and will eventually include the proposed project area.

Present water quality data indicates that turbidity levels in Lake Francis
Case meet the state water gquality standard of 50 Jackson turbidity units
(JTU's), except in the White River delta area where 240 JTU's have been
recorded. The exceedance of this water quality standard appears to

be a result of wind and wave action., Considering the downstream movement
of the White River delta and the intake and discharze of water by the
pump~back unit, turbidity levels in this area of the lake will inerease.
What is now a localized biclogical problem will become more widespread

and of longer duration due to turbulence caused by the pumping and generat-
ing operations. Consequently, the combination of the above factors

will cause a more widespread exceedance of water quality standards and
will decrease the quality of the water.

The proposed project will have little impact on lake temperature or
disseclved oxygen. Current data indicates that neither a distinct thermo-
cline nor oxygen deficiency occur in the lake. The maximum temperature
differential existing near the project area generally does not exceed

10 degrces Fahrenheit from surface to bottom and dissolved oxygen levels
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Page 3
are usually 90 to 100 percent of saturaticn.

Another problem apparently associated with the White River delta is

high concentrations of iron and manganese. State water quality criteria
indicates that ireon cencentrations should not exceed 0.3 mg/l and manganese
should not exceed 0.05 mg/l. Iron concentrations of up te 1.11 mg/l

have been measurad immediately downstream from the White River delta

and manganese concentrations have been measured as high as 0.2 mg/l.

These data indicate that the Whirte River is the source of high concentrations
of iron and manganese; however, this has not been verified. It is assumed
that operation of a pump-back unit in conjunction with White River sedi-
ments will cause iron and manganese standards to be exceeded on a more
widespread scale than presently exists.

Pump-back unit operation will cause some artificial nutrient cyeling
in the project area which in turn will stimulate the photosynthetic
activity of phytoplankton. However, in this case, this activity will
be offset by increased turbidity levels and the subsequent reduction
of the photic zone.

Benthos precduction in the project area will be sharply decreased or
eliminated. Physical disruption of the substrate by currents from gen-
erating and pumping, and increased depositicn of sediments will make

the lake bottem unsuitable for benthic organisms. This production decrease
wijl result in a decrease of fooed base available to fish populations
inhabiting the area.

Detrimental impacts on existing fish populations will occcur with operation
of the pumped-storage unit. Some mortality will occur because of increased
turbulence. Alsc, fish will be pumped from the afterbay (Lake Francis

Case) to the forebay and then returned to the afterbay during the generating
eycle. It is doubtful these fish will survive the roundtrip.

The water level fluctuation of Lake Francis Case caused by pump-back
cperations will be negligible. The relatively small size of the forebay
pool (47,100 acre-feet) and larger size of the afterbay (Lake Francis
Case - 5,600,000 acre-feet) will cause a water level fluetuation of

0.2 of a foot per day on weekends when the pumping phase of the operation
is in effect.

In summary, we are not copposed to develcpment of the Gregory County
pump-back unit; however, we believe the Ccrps should be aware of scme
adverse ilmpacts that could occur. We recommend that during Fhase 1

of your planning process, you counsider methods such as sereening the
penstock area of the afterbay and incorporate into your design adequate
energy dissipaters to disperse the ferces that will contribute to expected
turbidity problems from generating power.
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Bank Stabilization Below Fort Randall Dam

We are nleased the Corps has defeprred development of additional hydropower

units in Fort kandall Dam. It is our understanding your proposal concerning

the reach of river below Fort Randall Dam is limited to bank protection
at selected locations on the high banks of adjacent agricultural land,
and pessibly to preserve from erosicn certain areas of environmental
value such as the Karl Mundt National Wilclife Refuge and areas near
the natiral fiszh spawning area. Your bank protestion proposal includes
7 areas from Fort Randall Dam to Lewis anc Clark Lzke consisting ef

21 sites.

Much of the prasent knowlecge concerning the fishery &nd related resources

of the Misscuri River freom Fort Randall Dam to Fonca, Nebraska, including
Lewis and Clarx Lake, has been provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service's North Central Reservoir investigations. Their studies jindi-
cate 42 fish species were collected in Lewis and Clark Lake from 1956

to 1974. Studies in the Missouri River from fort Randall Dam downstream
to the lake and in Lewis and Clark Lake during the Summers of 196Z and
1963 indicated that the species composition of fish in the two areas

was similar.

A Progress Report, Fort Randall Dam Tailwaters Gillnetting Survey, Decem-
ber 1874 - March 1975 (Dingle-Johnson F-15-R-10, Study Mo, IX, Job 7J,
dated Cctober 1975, by the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and
Parks, states, "The absence of any large concentrations of sauger in

the tailwaters indicates the majerity of the sauger overwinter in the
priver, possibly near their spawning grounds which are approximately

10 k1l downstream from the dam."

Of special interest are paddlefish that migrate up thé Missouri River
from Lewis an¢ Clark Lake to concentrate in the tailwater area below
Fort Randall Dam. Although many factors affecting paddlefish migrations
are not fully understood, it is believed that the rate of discharge

at the dam is a prime factor influencing migration. In recent years,
angler catches have indicated that paddlefish move into the tailwater
area in May and June. This spring movement is probably associated with
a spawning run that occurs in the Missouri River between Lewis and Clark
Lake and Fort Randall Dam. Successful reproduction from this run has
occurred in recent years. Consequently, a significant sport fishery
for paddlefish exists when these fish are concentrated in the taiiwater
area.

Inasmuch as paddlefish move out of Lake of the Ozarks, Missouri, to
spawn over gravelbars in the Dsage River, paddlefish in Lewis and Clark
Lake probably move to more natural river conditions to spawn. This
assumption is supported by South Dakota Department of Game, Iish, and
Parks studies conducted from December 1374 through September 1975 in
which fry collections indicated some spaming occurred within 8.7 miles
of Fort Randall Dam during the last week of May and the first two weeks
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in June. The study further revealed that presence of paddlefish fry

at a sampling station indicates paddlefish spawning occurred at or up-
stream from that station since fry are incapable of moving upstrean
against the current. Thus, fry collected at sampling stations below
the natural spawning area must have hatched from eggs spawned within
8.7 miles of Fort Randall Dam. This 8.7 mile stretch includes thes ares
which sppears to have the most suitable substrate Ffor paddiefish spawning
in the river Letween Fort T“andall Dam and Lewis and Clark Lake. This
area also serves as a spawning ground for sauger and walleye from Lewis
and Clark Lake according to research completed in the late 1960's by
North Central Reservolr Investigations.

During the Summers of 1971 and 1972, North Central Reservoir Investigations
conducted studies of protected areas in the upper portion of Lewis and
Clark fake and in the lower portion of the Missouri River from Springfield,
Seuth Dakota, to Chateau Creek to identify fish spawning and nursery

areas. Three envirenmental conditions were common to the areas with

the greatest abundance of young fish: little or nc water current, water
depth exceeding 3 feet and little or no fluctuation in water level,

The Karl E. Mundt National Wildiife Refuge was established in 1974 belew
Fort Randall Dam in an area that has become a major wintering site for
bald eagles. The refuge area is one of the last remaining segments

of riverbottom habitat. Plant communities on and adjacent to the refuge
are remnants of what was once a common ecosystem along the Missouri
River. The mature cottonwocd trees, along with wild grape, dogwood,

and wildflowers represent a unique wooded segment in a prairie setting.
Wildlife on the area, in addition to eagles, include white-tailed deer,
wild turkey, sharp-tailed grouse, an occasional prairie chicken, beobwhite,
ring-necked pheasant, several species of hawks, fifty-five species of
other birds and numerous small mammals.

Although the habitat has been altered, wildlife remains abundant in

the reach of river downstream from the refuge to Lewis and Clark Lake.

Woody habitat of importance occurs as dense stands of cottonwoods and

willows along the bottemlands and on the larger islands. In timbered

areas not heavily grazed, grasses, forbs, and wild rose provides the
understory. An abundance of songbirds frequent the river bottom. Cormerants,
pelicans, herons, and gulls are often seen. Bald and golden eagles,

sparrow hawks, and red-talled hawks have been observed.

Upland game habitat iIs characterized by an interspersion of grainfields,

brushy areas, pastures, and hayfields of varying sizes. Pheasant, cottontails,
and sharp-tailed grouse are common upland game species. Pheasant and
cottontails are most numercus in the agricultural lands that are inter-
spersed with brushy areas and idle acreages.
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The American Peregrine falcon (falce peregrianus aratum), classified
as Cndangered under provisions of the Indangered Species Act of 1873,
has been observed in the vicinity during winter months.

Existing bank stabilization structures have had adverse impacts on fish
and wildlife resources along the lower Missouri River. Feor many years,

the Fish and Wildlife Service has encouraged the Corps to mitigate damages

attribured to this bank stabilization and channelization preoject. Only
recentls, the Corps has recognized this need. To date, there has been
no mitigation except for the notching of cikes.

We have agreed to limited bank stabilization under the Corps' Missouri

River Bank Stabilization and Demonstration project without the preparation
of an eavironmental impact statement (EIS). The aifect of the experimental

project on fish and wildlife resources will be assessed upon completicn
of a limited number of demonstration sites., This assessment should

be inecluded in the EIS to be prepared on that project. OQur only recourse
at this time based on past fish and wildlife habitat degradation caused
by,ﬁank stabilization and the need to evaluate these experimental bank
stabilization structures, is to oppose all bank stabilizaticn proposed

as part of the Missouri River Umbrella Study.

Recreational River.Proposal

It is our understanding that your preoposed plan for the Missocuri River
from Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park {approximately 60 miles) is

multipurpose and depends on the river being designated a National Recreation

River as part of the Kational Wild and Scenic Rivers system which was

established by the Wild and Scenie Rivers Act, Putliec Law 90-5u42, approved

October 2, 1968. Criteria set forth by the act requires that eligible
rivers with their immediate environments possess cutstandingly remarkable
scenic, recreational, geoclogic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural,

or other similar wvalues. In addition to meeting one or more of the
preceding criteria, a Recreation River must be free-flowing and readily
accessible by read or raliroad. It may have some development along

its shoreline, and it may have undergone some impoundment or diversion

in the past. The Missouri River in this zrea apparently possesses the
necessary attributes, at this time, to make it eligible for Recreation
River status.

Within this 60 mile reach of Missouri River, there are several proposed
Demcustration and Evaluation bank stabilization sites. Also, as part

of the Missouri River Umbrella Study, numercus bank-lined hardpoints,
segmentad revetments, channel blocks, flow control structures, and other
stabilization structures are proposed, all of which will have adverse
impacts on fish and wildlife resources in this last remnant of "natural
river'.
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A study conducted by the University of South Daketu from 1372 to 1373
revealed the presence of 50 fish species Lhetween Gavins Point Dam and

Rulo, ilebraska. The specias compositien was similar in both the unchannel-
ized and channelized portions of river. iHowever, hased upen catch per
unit effort statistics, the standing crop of ilchthyofauna was much greater
in the unchannelized river. The study also revealcd that the number

of microhabitats and niches is greater in the unchannelized river resulting
in successful colonization of all habitats by more species.

A join® study by the University of Seuth Dakota and South Dakota State
University entitled "An Ecological Study of The Missouri River Prior

to Channelization', dated March 1974, indicates that cattail marsh habitat
along the Missouri River below Gavins Point Dam, and to a lesser extent

the sandbar habitat, are intensively utilized as nursery grounds by
immature fish of many species. Species diversity, instantaneous standing
crops, and produectien in the cattail habitat was relatively high, suggesting
that these areas are important to the stability and integrity of this

large lotic ecosystem. The study also indicated that both habitats

are abundant in the unchannelized river, but are infrequent in the channel-
ized river.

In the proposed Recreation River segment, water velocities and depths,
and botrom conditions all vary, furnishing the paddlefish its natural
habitat cenditions. Existing deep holes provide wintering areas for
paddlefish and large catfish. These conditions are essential if the
present spart fishery is to maintain itself.

Existing chute and backwater areas are essential for maintaining the
present and furure fishery and the reproduction necessary to sustain
that fishery. As leng as the Missouri River maintains its width from
Gavins Point to Ponca, Nebraska, the shallow water areas that provide
the essential nursery habitat will be preserved.

Islands that are presently 2 to 4 feet above the river provide important

habitat for furbearers. Similar islands containing willows are impertant
to deer. The riparian woeodlands and large islands such as Hog and Goat,

are important wintering areas for deer. Riparian areas are being c¢learsd
and the rate of clearing is expected t¢ increase adjacent to areas where

streambank stabilization occurs. These areas also are used by wintering

eagles and provide scarcée habitat for wild turkey.

This reach of the Missouri River is an impertant feature of the Central
Flyway. Blue, sncw, and Canada geese are plentiful in the spring and
fall during migratien. The low sandbars provide locafing and resting
areas Zor both ducks and geese. Excellert waterfowl hunting occurs
along this reach of the Misscuri River.
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Diverse habitats comprising this reach of the Misscuri all contribute

<o the esthetic and the bioleogical value of the river. As these habitats
are degraded, so is the esthevic quality and biological preoductivity

cf the area.

_n summary, we certainly agree with the concept of a Recreation River

end beliesve it is neseded. However, we are concerned that if all of

~he proposed bank stabilization structures are constructed, as presented
o us during the October 28, 1976 meeting in Grand Island, eligibility
or Recrzation River status would become questionzble, To date, thera
liave Deen no assurances that lands needed to protesct the integrity of

~he Recreation River will be secured in fee title or by easements prior
vo bank stabilization. We agreed to the constructicn of a limited number
of demonstration sites under the Missouri Fiver Bauk Stabilization and
Nemonstration project without an Environmental Impact Statement, but
reserved the right to evaluate the affects of these units before concurring
~n the nzed for additional structures. It is conceivable that the demon-
stration structures themselves could disquzlify the status of the river.

Cur cobservation of structural coatrol methods leads us to believe that
they are self-perpetuating. That is, after one set of structures are
completed, they divert flows to another area resulting in new eresion
and further bank stabilization. The end result would be that the same
practices that destroy fish and wildlife habitat and recreation areas
{(bank stabilization) would be used to preserve the environment for these
same purpcses. Or o state it another way, the river 1s independently
dynamic. After a set of structures are in place, the natural dynamics
of the river will change erosion pressure points to portions of the
river that have not been stabilized, thereby ''creating 2 need" to protect
these areas and so on and s¢ on down the system until the entire river
is stabilized.

During & November 10, 13976 meeting in Omaha, your staff indicated that
approximately 16 million acre-feet of water can be marketed in the future
from the Missouri River for irrigation, municipal ard industrial purposes.
If and when this occurs, it coculd have an azffect on the flow regime

of the river. It only seems logical to assume that with less water,
there weould be less erosion. This being the case, bank stabilization
would enly serve its purpose for a relatively short time. Since public
Tionies are to be spent on private lands to protect private interest,

vwe believe it would be in the public interest to purchase in fee title
those areas that are presently eroding and devote these lands to public
programs. Acguisition of eroding areas would seem to be the most eco-
nomical method of solving the erosion problem. Alsc, there are countless
examples on the lower Missouri River where bank stabilization structures
have accelerated the clearing of riparian timber to the point where

there are few remaining areas left that provide adequate fish and wildlife
habitat.
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Page 8

In conclusion, we believe that the Gregory County pump-back hydropower
spopesal can be environmentzlly acceptable with proper planning and
adequate environmental safeguarcs as described in this letter.

We further believe that all proposad bank stabilization as part of the
Umbrella Study should not be implemanted at this time. After the Missouri
River Bank Demonstration and Evaluation project is evaluated, the need

to accomplish further bank stabilization should be restudied. 'The feasibil-
ity of establishing a recreztion river from Gavins Foint te Ponca, Nebraska,
alsc should be restudied at that time.

Sincerely,

-~

"_,—"7 = - ‘_‘/-f/.? fod S
Q;if;;c—,f-'»;>ezzza~:2723::;ﬁé

Rolf’L. Wallenstrom

Area Manager

ce: Regional Director, Denver, CO (ENV)
Grand Island, NE (ENV)
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Federal Building
316 N. 26th
Billings, MT' 59101
Jan, 14, 1977

General Reed

Department of the

Missouri River Division, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 103, Downtown Station

Oraha, NE 68101

Dear General Reed:

Tris planning aid letter provides our revised assessment of the effects
or fish and wildlife resources of alternative propcsals for hydropower
developments downstrcam of Fort Peck Reservoir. The letter also includes
our initial review of four "active'' erosion sites belcw Fort Peck
Reservoir where bank stabilization measures are proposed., The analysis
was prepared in response to your July 23, 1976, letter updating previocus
planning information and confirming your decisien to return to the
reregulation concept for hydropower additiens at Fort Peck Dam. Several
minor errors in our previous letters have also been corrected.

This letter has been informally coordinated with the Montana Department
of Fish and Game (letter of comment attached) and supcrsedes our earlier
planning aid letters of April 15, 1976 and April 20, 1976, However,

this letter does not constitute the final report of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service within the meaning of Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401 as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.},

nor does it discharge our responsibilities under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190, 83 Stat. 852-856).

Introduction

The National Economic Development (NED) alternatives evaluated herein
are limited to those occurring immediately downstream of Fort Peck

Dam. These include: (1) the addition of two turbines with a rated
capacity of 185 megawatts with a reregulating dam at river mile 1766.23
(Range 3); (2) the addition of two turbines with a rated capacity of
185 megawatts with a reregulating dam at river mile 17563.84 (Range 4);

and (3) four bank stabilization proposals at river miles 1758, 1746, 1677
and 1620,
OLTIOy
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¥We understand that main stem dam progosals at the Fort Benton and Cow
Creek Sites, pumped-storage alternatives at Fort Peck Reservoir, and
Z-unit additions without reregulaticn, have been dropped from consi-
deration under the Missouri River 'Unbrella Study." Also, it is under-
stood that there are no plans to evaluate water logging problems within
Montana as part of this study. Accordingly, none of these alternatives
or potential alternatives were addressed.

The primary objective of your current study at Fort Peck, as we understand
it, is to determine the feasibility and advisability of constructing two
additional hydropower units in Fort Peck Dam. The additiocnal facilities
would provide increased peaking capabilities at the dam, but would not
result in a net increase in total power production. Although significant
within-bank storage fluctuations downstream from the powerhouse would
accompary additional peaking capabilities, no significant operational
changes of Fort Peck Reservoir would be required according to information
provided us. Only very small changes in hourly, daily, and weekly
patterns in the reservoir elevations are anticipated. These changes are
estimated to cause accumilated variations of not more than 0.1 to 0.2
feet over those occurring under current operations. On that basis,

we have assumed that no significant alterations of fish and wildlife
habitats associated directly with the reservoir would occur. We are
considering the area of influence to be limited to the area downstream
from Fort Peck Dam.

Fish and Wildlife Resources

The Missouri River, within the area of project influence, has been
highly medified in recent decades by the construction and cperation of
Fort Peck Dam. Fort Peck Reservoir, formed when the gates of the dam
were closed in 1937, inundated approximately 247,000 acres of land,
including more than 134 miles of Missouri River bottom land. In additionm,
the natural flow regimes of the river below the dam have been drastically
altered to meet power, flood control, and irrigation demands. Major
changes in downstream water quality have occurred. Fall and spring
temperature changes were slowed and modified, turbidity was reduced and
dissolved oxygen levels were increased. The accunulated effects of these
changes on fishes of the Missouri River are apparent when relative abum-
dances of given fish species occurring in the tailrace are compared to
relative abundance estimates farther downstream. Forty species of
freshwater fish are now known to occur in the Missouri River below Fort
Peck Dam. Twenty-eight of these species are native to Montana and 12
species are considered to be exotics. Of the 40 species occaurring in

the tailrace, only 17 species are rated as being abundant or common,
whereas 27 species are rated in these categories further downstream.
Abnotmally cool water temperatures, from low level water releases and the
rapidly fluctuating water levels in the river occurring from power
generation, are believed to be prime factors affecting relative abundance
of fishes in the tailrace area.
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Of special interest are paddlefish that migrate up the Missouri River
from Garrison Reservoir and concentrate in the dredge cuts below Fort
Peck Dam. Although many factors affecting paddlefish migrations are not

fully understood, it is believed that

increased flows from downstream trib-

utaries, warmer water temperaturss and a lengthening photo period are

prime factors influencing migration.

is the productivity level of water in
summer temperatures and a low rate of
as compared to adjacent waters in the

Another factor to be considered
the dredge cut areas. Higher
water exchange in the dredge cuts,
tailrace, accoumt for higher pro-

ductivity in the cuts, These conditicns are attractive to paddlefish,
which are detritus and plankton feeders, and may partially or largely
account for the concentration of these fish in this area, However, the
significance of the dredge cut 'habitats" to the life history requirements
cf the Missouri River paddlefish population are not known.

In any case, a significant sport fishery for paddlcfish exists when these
fish are concentrated in the dredge cuts following migration. A walleye
and sauger sport fishery also occurs in the tailwater area belew Fort
Peck Reservoir when these fish are concentrated during periods of
favorable water releases and temperatures. Lake trout, an introduced
species, is also considered an important fish in the tailrace area.

The Fort Peck project has resulted in

major land-use changes below the

dam. The large dredge cuts were created when {ill was excavated for
dam construction. Additional land acreages were committed to recreatrional

purposes and wildlife management. The

acarmulated effects of these changes

on the faunz of the upper Missouri River Valley have been significant.

Though modified, wildlife resources in the area remain varied. Woody

habitat of importance occurs as dense

stands of cottonmwoods and willows

along the bottomlands and on the larger islands. In timbered areas not

heavily grazed, grasses, forbs, and wi

ldrose provide the understory.

An abundance of songbirds frequent the river bottom. Cormorants, pelicans,
herens, and gulls are often seen. Bald and golden eagles, sparrow

hawks, red-tailed hawks and snowy owls

Upland game habitat is characterized b

have been observed.

y an interspersion of grain fields

brush areas, pastures, and hayfields of varving sizes. Pheasants,
cottontail rabbits, and a few Hungarian partridges are common upland

game species. Pheasants and cottontai

1 rabbits are most mumercus in

the agricultural lands that are interspersed with brushy areas and

idle acreages.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has

established a nesting flock of

Canada geese in this area. Islands and dredge cut ponds furnish most
of the habitat used by geese for nesting.

Islands of particular importance are Scout Island and Duck Island, These
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rather large islands, 193 acres and 95 acres respectively, contain marshy

* areas which provide secure resting and nesting areas for migratory water-

fov1. For example, about 40 goslings (Canada geese) have been produced
anrually in this area during the last three years. Although whitetail
anc mule deer utilize both of these islands, Scout Island, which is not
grazed by domestic livestock, is of particular importance to them.

The diverse vegetation occurring on this island provides excellent escape
cover for pheasants as well.

The area below Fort Peck Dam is significant to wintering waterfowl,
particularly mallard pepulations., The seepage from the main dam is
collected in sumps. The water from these sumps is discharged below the
dan, forming a stream called Duck Creek. This warm water stream remains
opent during the winter and at times is utilized by up to 20,000 wintering

mallard ducks. This large aggregation of ducks has created several management

problems. During years when there are no other ice-free areas in the
vicinity and snow covers the surrounding grain fields, natural feeding
areas are largely eliminated. Under these conditions, many of the birds
becone weak and some starve. Because the peopulation is highly visibie

to the public, there is considerable interest in and pressure for supple-
mental feeding of the birds.

Ancther potential problem with this heavily concentrated wintering popu-
lation is the possible outbreak of DVE (Duck Viral Enteritis). If this
disease were to break out, the entire population would have to be
destroyed and disposed of to prevent the spread of infection to other
populations.

The American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) classed as
Endangered under provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, has
been observed during the winter months in the vicinity of Duck Creek.
The area is probably attractive to the birds because of the high concen-
tration of wintering mallards there.

The Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, umder autherities contained
in the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543) issued notice
of his intent in the Federal Register, Vol. 41, No. 134, Monday, July

12, 1976, of amending Part 17, Subchapter B ¢f Chapter I, Title 50 of
the Code of Federal Regulations to include the Bald Fagle, (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) as Endangered in the conterminous 48 States of the United
States, except in Washington, Oregon, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan,
where the species would be listed as Threatened. If the proposed

rule making is finalized, Critical Habitat (pursuant to Section 7

of the Endangered Species Act of 1973) for the species may be determined.
Arcas encompased by the proposed Ft. Peck reregulation dams would likely
need to be considered in these determinations.

Appendix 3

46

TN ERRE < e el SEn % e Tega g YT o LT ek g
-
-

Pl R AR

peok ok A W

L

= e

I e e

Eataatt I e e A A
’ H LR

O N Y

[P 2

PRy

LT L T S ¥ W A SV U SN AP o W ORI PR WP SEE IR R T ka1 et o B i 8 1 e s e Bt At 1k iy s g A el | g 7, et ke tm < Ak



The Smithscnian Institution has prepared 1lists, by states, of potentially
threatened or endangered plant species. Ten species within these cate-
gories were identified as occurring in Montana. Tne Director of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service is in the process of determining if these plants
should in fact be declared as Endangered or Threatened Species., We have
no knowledge thzt any of these plants occur in the proposed project area.

Procedure and Existing Situation Analysis

The National Coerdinating Committee (NCC) for fish and wildlife conser-
vation in Federzl water development programs recomm:nded in November 1973,
that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) meve promptly to establish
and implement a system of habitat evaluation based on non-monetary measures
of habitat value in order to more adequately displar the beneficial and
adverse effects of water development projects on fish and wildlife
resources. In response, the USFWS organized a committee to develop
ecological planning and evaluation procedures. The committee was com-
posed of representatives from state fish and wildlife agencies, private
conservation organizations, and USFWS.

The Joint Federal-State Conservation Organizations Committee completed
a draft proposal in January 1974 entitled, '"Ecologiczl Planning and
Evaluation Procedures." These procedures have been used to evaluate
the hydropower additions at Fort Peck Dam.

During September 1975, a team of three biologists (Dick Trueblood,

Montana Department of Fish and Game; Mike Erwin, USFVS; and Doug McDonald,
Corps of Engineers, Omaha, Nebraska) delineated and rated terrestrial
habitat in the area of the reregulatory proposals for the purpose of
establishing baseline or existing habitat conditions. A total of five
habitat types was described.

(1) The woodland type censists of an overstory with a closed or
nearly closed canopy of cottomwoods. In this type, the understory
varies from only one or two species of plants to a very diverse
intermixture of rose, buffaloberry, willow, snowberry, grass and
silver sage.

(2) The savannah type consists of an overstor)y of widely scattered
cottonwoods with an understory of grass or a mixture of silver sage,

grass and rose.

(3) The marsh type consists of a variety of plant species with the
number of Species occurring in any one location varying, but includ-
ing one or more of the following: willow, cattail, bullrush, cotton-
wood saplings, equisetum, sedge and grass.
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(4) The shrub grassland tvpe is composed of two vegetative asso-
ciations 1n the bottomiands and one in the uplands., By far the
most prevalent in the bottomland was the silver sage-grass type;
buffaloberry, rose, snowberry, silver sage and grass comprised the
other. In the uplands, big sage and miscellaneous grasses are

the dominant components of the shrub grassland habitat type.

(5) The cropland type consists primarily of wheat, barley and
alfalfa.

The aquatic habitats within the project area were also analyzed and sub-
jectively evaluated by a team of aquatic biologists. (Jim Leibelt and
Richard Johnscn, Montana Department of Fish and Game; Dennis Christopherson,
USFWS; and Chuck Frith, at that time of the Corps of Engineers, Omaha,
Nebraska.) The evaluation was based on limited available biological

data, using other Missouri River mainstem reservcir tailraces as a

basis for comparison. Twc habitat types were identified:

(1) The river type includes the tailrace and downstream reaches of
the Misscuri River, including backwater areas.

{(2) The dredge cut type is limited to the pool areas located west
of Highway .

These terrestrial and aquatic habitat types were subjectively rated on

a scale of 1 to 10, with 1C representing the maximum attainable value

of the habitat type for meeting habitat requirements of the species being
evaluated when compared to similar types in the region. The regicm is

an arbitrarily defined geographical area with comparable climatological,
edaphic and topographical characteristics. Since conclusion of the field
analysis, the evaluation procedures have been revised and now require

a rating system on a scale ranging from 1 to 100. The original ratings
were interpclated on this new scale without affecting their respective
values so that the revised procedures for data assimilation could be
used,

The woodland habitat was rated at an average value of 71 habitat units

per acre under present conditions. Savannah, formed to some extent by
clearing woodlands for grazing, was given an average rating of 42 habitat
units per acre. Marsh habitat was made up of small acreages and exhibited
considerable variation in vegetative composition; five such areas were
evaluated and given an average rating of 56 habitat umits per acre.

Shrub grasslands exhibited dissimilarity between locations; four sample
areas were rated at an average value of 63 habitat units per acre. Two
basic crop types exist in the project area, small grains (wheat and barley)
and alfalfa. Two samples, cne on National Wildlife Refuge lands and one
on private land, were used to rate the wheat-barlcy cropland because of
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the contrasting farming practices in use. Wildlife management practices
on refuge lands include leaving a portion of the crop unharvested, main-
taining minimum stubble heights and delaying discing of stubble until
spring. Consequently, these tands are of more value to wildlife. The
ratings from these samples were averaged with the rating for alfalfa
land, all of which was on private land, tc arrive at a cropland rating
of 40 habitat units per acre.

Average rated value of the river-type aguatic habitat type was 83. The
dredge cut type was also rated at 83 habitat wnits per acre.

These aguatic and terrestrial evaluations cembined with acreage inven-
tories provided the baseline information for our non-monetary assessments
of the various Fort Peck hydropower alternatives. The planning area
considered when comparing hydropower alternatives extended from Fort

Peck Dam to R.M. 1801.2 below Wolf Point, Montana. Bank stabilization pro-
posals reviewed extended downstream as far as Culbertson, Montana.
Summarized basic data, including certain assumptions used in the analyses,
are available in the Billings Area Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service.

The alternatives evaluated include: (1) additional units with a reregula-
tion dam at Range 3; (2) additicnal units with a reregulation dam at
Range 4; and (3) four new bank stabilization proposals. In addition

2 'mo action' alternative was evaluated.

No Action

A decision not to proceed with construction of additienal hydropower
facilities at Fort Peck Dam would, of course, have no direct effect on
existing fish and wildlife resources. The existing resource base, as
briefly described earlier in this memorandum, will continue to be largely
a function of changing land use patterns in the area. Wildlife popu-
lations on lands committed to wildlife management purposes would be
protected from major habitat alterations. Populations whose critical
habitats are on private or public lands not solely committed to wildlife
management may in some cases by subjected to further deterioration, For
exarple, under present management practices the woodlands in the project
area will probably disappear in the near future. Cottoméoods are

being cut and burned to provide more grassland for cattle. Even when
woodlots are not cleared, intensive grazing is eliminating the shrubby
understory and preventing regeneration cof cottonwoods. Without cessation
of deliberate cutting and without the benefit of additional recruitment
the existing woodlands may not persist over a long mnumber of vears. While
the woodlands in their present cendition are of value to wildlife, some of
this value will likely be lost in the future and the habitat type will

become modified even further.
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wildlife habitats of all types occurring on the islands will also be
subject to some alterations in the foreseeable future. Evidence of
active erosion on islands is readily apparent. It appears that many of
the small islands, which now serve as important goose nesting areas,
»ill eventually be destroyed unless somehow stabilized.

¥ith the exception of the islands and woodlands, we believe long term
habitat trends are virtually impossible to predict with confidence.
Therefore, for the purpose of this analysis we assumed the exdsting
conditions would prevail.

Major changes in downstream fish populations and habitats would not be
anticipated, unless significant alterations are made in reservoir
operations.

Additional Units, Reregulation Dam at Range 3 (R.M. 1766.23)

Construction of a reregulation dam below Fort Peck Dam having sufficient -

storage to provide "'perfect regulation' of peaking {lows and adequate
ninimm f£lows during shutdown periods would confine major alterations

of fish and wildlife habitats to the area between the reregulation
structure and Fort Peck Dam,

A dam at Range 3 would change approximately five miles of the Missouri
River into a fluctuating reservoir environment. The reservoir would have
a surface area of approximately 2,350 acres at full pool and would
undergo daily water level fluctuations of up to 9.8 feet. Approximately
557 acres of riparian and flood plain habitat would be inundated

or otherwise lost as a result of accelerated erosion, with island
habitats accounting for 327 acres of this loss.

Accelerated erosion of shoreline habitats combined with the loss of
island habitats will have substantial adverse consequences on Canada
geese, These habitats serve as nesting areas for the birds and any
reduction in the number or size of the islands will affect their
nesting success. The effect of increases in water level fluctuation
on the breeding behavior of Cnanda geese is not fully understoed,
although it has been observed to be generally undesirable.

The increases in water level fluctuations will adversely affect bank
dwelling mammals, particularly muskrats and beaver.

Riparian and floodplain habitat is in ever decreasing supply and the
loss of 557 acres of this type habitat will adversely affect all resident
game and non-game species occurring in the area.

Inundation of portions of Duck Creek, combined with significant increases
in daily stage fluctuations within the proposed rercgulation pool, will
alter habitat conditions that are now attractive to wintering mallard
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populations below Fort Peck Dam. Increases in wintering habitat could

occur with the increased avail

ability of open water above and below

the reregulation dam and with the periodic availability of exposed
bars and flats. Contrarily, the daily increase in water level fluctua-
tions that would occur within the protected area of Duck Creek could
offset any improvement in other habitat factors. Whether corresponding
increases or decreases in wintering mallaré populations would follow

1s not known because many factors exerting limiting pressures on the
existing population are not fully understood. If, however, relocation
of the population or portions of the population to open areas within

the reregulation pool occurred

y» artificial feeding would be nearly

impossible. Although this population of birds provides significant
late season sport hunting oppertunities for residents of the area,
"shortstopping" of migratory birds in northern climates is considered
undesirable. ''Shortstopping" is undesirable because of the potential
danger for outbreaks of Duck Viral Enteritis and the inevitable demands

by the public for supplemental

A reregulation dam constructed

the aquatic resources occurring above the reregulation dam. The Teregu

feeding during severe winters.

at Range 3 would have severe effects on

lation poel would provide an umproductive enviromment for fishes. The
highly fluctuating water levels combined with rapid turnover rates and
cool water temperatures would preclude development of a significant

fishery.

The effect of increases in water level fluctuations within the dredge
cuts would be noticeable. Primary and secondary productivity would

be reduced as a result of corresponding decreases in average water tem-
peratures and the projected increase in siltation from accelerated bank

erosion, Subsequent decreases

of sport fishing opportunities in the

dredge cuts would be anticipated.

The dam would provide a physical barrier to the movement of fishes., Move-
ment of walleye and sauger into the tailrace area would be eliminated.

At the present time it is not known if spawning areas for any of these
fish occur in the area that would be inundated by a reregulation dam.

Access of paddlefish to the Fort Peck dredge cuts would also be eliminated,

Although the relationship of th
requirements of the paddlefish
would at least be a reduction i
if the biological integrity of

Relocation of the proposed Rang
the Nelson Dredge Cuts as activ
minimize potential effects of D

e dredge cut habitats to the life history
is not known, it is anticipated that there
n the sport harvest of the species even
the existing run were maintained.

e 3 site slightly upstream to exclude
€ storage areas should be considered to
roject construction on existing paddlefish

runs. Any reductien in reregulating capability incurred as a result of
dam site relocation would not adversely affect downstream fish and
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wildlife resources if an instantanecus minimm streamflow of 3,000 cfs

is maintained at all times and if adequate criteria covering downstream
stage fluctuations are impgsed. Downstream stage fluctuations as measured
at the dam should not exceed an instantaneous change of 6 inches with
maximm allowable changes being 6 inches within any 6-hour peried not to
exceed a maximm change of 2 feet every 30 days.

If adjustment in location of Range 3 damsite is impossible consideration
should be given when selecting borrow site areas to development of new
"dredge cuts'' below the dam. The effects of the regulation dam on
atuatic and terrestrial habitats are displayed in Table 2.

TA{BLE 1. HABITAT SUMMARY - ADDITICNAL UNITS, REREGULATION RANGE 3

Net Habitat Approximate

Existing Units Lost Acreage
Existing Habitat or Gained Required for

Habitat Type Acres Units “(Annualized) Mitigation
Shrub Grassland 544 34,490 - 9,751 267
Woodland 235 16,591 - 11,653 197
Savannah 223 6,411 - 5,008 B7
Marsh 149 8,374 - 7,758 177
Cropland 430 17,071 . - 1,014 17
River 8,200 683,060 - 81,608%* 4,897%
Dredge Cut 643 53,562 . 48,225 | 2,894*
'lm'ﬁL 10,423 8eZ,550 165,018

*[osses cannot be mitigated
#*xIncludes islands inundated by the river

Losses of river and dredge cut habitat are, in our opinion, irreversible
and could not be mitigated. Losses of terrestrial habitats could be
mitigated by acquiring or by taking easements on acrcages of similar
habitats and managing the lands for the benefit of wildlife. Table 1,
Column 5, illustrates the acreage required for mitigationm, by habitat

e, for each habitat ocgurring within the project area. The estimates
of iands needed are based on the relative values of existing habitats
in the area. They reflect the need to accomplish mitigation, but not
necessarily a direct need for additional land acquisition over what
would otherwise be acquired for project purposes. In determining
mitigation needs in this analysis, future vse of lands to be
purchased for other project purposes was assumed to be similar to
existing use. However, if lands now under private ownership were to
be managed for wildlife, it appears that mitigation of up to 20,030
habitat 'units" of project related losses could accrue. Projected real
estate "take lines' used in this evaluation for planning purposes weTe
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depicted on maps transmitted with your letter of July 23, 1976. These
boundaries are denoted in Attaclment 1. Table 2 illustrates, by
habitat type, the losses mitigated by establishment of a wildlife
management program on these estimated project lands, as well as reflect-
ing remaining wmitigated losses.

Table 2. MITIGATION POTENTIAL - PROJECT LANDS, REREGULATION RANGE 3

Approximate Habitat

Existing Acres Units & Acreages Still
Habitat Type of Private Land Habitat Units Required for Mitigation
Within Takeline Within Takeline Gained Habitat Tnits ACTes
Shrub Grassland 31 1,135 - 8,616 235
Woodland 30 882 -10,771 366
Savannah 7 405 - 4,603 80
Marsh 0 0 - 7,759 177
Cropland 292 17,608 +16,594 +275%
TUTAL S60 20,0350

*This figure reflects a gain in acreage of cropland habitat

With this alternative, changing land use of cropland acreage to benefit
wildlife would still leave an wmitigated in kind habitat loss. These
losses with the exception of marsh habitat could zlso be mitigated by
the purchase and management for wilclife by the Montana Department of
Fish and Game of additional bottomlands on the south side of the river
in Section 34, 35 and 36, T27N, R41E and Section 32 and 33 of TZ7N,
R4ZE. Lands suitable for wildlife mitigation are also located on the

north side of the river in Section 25 of T27N, R41E and Sections 31 and
32 of T27N, R42E.

Additional Units, Reregulation Dam at Range 4 (R.M. 1763.8)

Construction of a reregulation dam at Range 4 would have mamny of the
same effccts on fish and wildlife resources as the proposed structure
located at Range 3. If sufficient storage is provided to maintain
"perfect' regulation and if adequate minimum flows are maintained during
shutdown periods, habitat alterations would be limited to the area
between the reregulation structure and Fort Peck Dam. The reservoir
formed by this dam would inundate approximately seven miles of the
Missouri River and 574 acres of riparian and flood plain habitat,
including 327 acres of island habitat. The reservoir would cover 2,006
surface acres and would undergo daily fluctuations of up to 13 feet,

One of the major differences between the two dam sites would be the
elimination of the use of the dredge cuts located west of Highway 249
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for active storage under the Range 4 proposal. The planning information
provided excludes the dredge cuts and assumes that a low level structure
would be constructed at the site of the Highway 249 bridge. This structure
would greatly reduce the magnitude of the daily water level fluctuations
occurring within the dredge cuts and would provide a much stabler aquatic
environment.

Earlier letters concluded that with proper management, a viable sport
fishery could be maintained in this area, Additional discussions with
management biologists of the Montana Department of Fish and Game con-
cerning potential management problems, primarily rough fish control, have
indicated that preliminary predictions of a viable sport fishery being
maintained in the dredge cuts were premature. Although stabilized water
levels would certainly be an asset to sport fisheries management,
maintenance of a quality sport fishery 1s not now anticipated. The
Range 4 proposal would also inundate slightly larger acreages of
terrestrial habitat.

losses of Canada goose nesting habitat on islands within the reregula-
tion reservoir would be very similar to losses occurring with the Range
3 proposal. Nesting habitat along the dredge cut shoreline, however,
would not be altered,

Daily stage fluctuations would not cconr in the Puck Creek area with

this alternative. As a result, little change in habitat conditions for
wintering mallard ducks would be anticipated unless the birds relocated
to open areas within the reregulation pool or to areas immediately below
the reregulation dam. Relocation of this population to these areas would
severely campound winter feeding problems.

As in the Range 3 proposal, a reregulation dam constructed at Range 4
would provide a physical barrier to movement of fishes. Paddlefish

access to the dredge cuts would be eliminated. Movement of sauger and
walleye into the Fort Peck tailrace area would also be terminated., A
similar tailrace fishery for these species might develop below the
reregulation dam, as outlined for the Range 3 proposal. Highly fluctuating
water levels combined with a rapid tirnover rate of water within the
regulation pool would result in a relatively sterile aquatic enviromment
in the reservoir. A significant sport fishery is not anticipated in

that area.

Alteration of aquatic and terrestrial habitats occurring with the Range
4 alternative are displayed in Table 3. .
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Table 3. HARITAT SIMMARY - ATDITIONAL UNITS, REFLGULATION RANGE 4

Net Habitat Approximate

Existing Units Lest Acreage

Existing tiabitat or Gained Required for
Habitat Type Acres tmits (Annualized) Mitigation
Shrub Grassland 711 45,077 - 11,207 307
Woodland 466 32,900 - 19,069 649
Savannah 453 19,117 - 5,243 91
Marsh 186 10,453 - 6,490 148
Cropland 561 22,272 - 3,107 52
River 8,298 691,223 -109,817%%* 6,580%
Dredge Cut 643 53,562 - 16,075 965%*
TOTAL 11,313 77,504 ~I7T,008

*psses cannot be mitigated
*rincludes islands imumdated by the river

Losses of river and dredge cut habitats caused by the project cannot be
mitigated in our opinion. As with the Range 3 propcsal, however,
terrestrial losses could be mitigated by increasing the carrying
capacity for wildlife on similar habitats. )

Table 4 denotes habitat losses which could be mitigated in this way on
project acquired private lands. Guide takelines used in these assumptions
were depicted on maps transnitted with your letter of July 23, 1876,

The boundaries used for planning are denoted in Attachment 2.

TABLE 4. MITIGATION POTENTIAL - PROJECT LANDS, REREGULATION RANGE 4

Approximate Habitat

Existing Acres Units § Acreages 5till
Habitat Type of Private Land Hsbitat Units Required for Mitigation
Within Takeline Within Takeline Gained Hagltat Thits Acres
Shrub Grassland 179 6,551 - 4,656 127
Woodland 216 6,350 -12,719 433
Savannah 242 13,988 + 8,745 +151*
Marsh 5 219 - 6,271 . 143
Cropland " 518 31,235 +28,128 +466
TUTAT T,160 5%, 543

*These figures represent a net gain in habitat
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Table 4, Colum 5, shows that gains in habitat units for savannah and
cropland habitat types would occur with the management program. Ummiti-
gated losses of shrub grassland, woodland, and marsh would still remain.
With the exception of marsh habitat types, much of the urmitigated loss
of the remaining habitat types could be compensated for by comversion
of the cropland acres within the 'take line" to otlicr vegetative types
which would be of greater value to wildlife. Remaining ummitigated
losses could be compensated for by purchase and management by the
Montana Department of Fish and Game of lands on the south side of the
river in Sectien 32, T27N, R4ZE and/or Section 31, T27N, R4ZE on the
north side of the river.

Bank Stabilization

Four active erosion sites with tentative proposals for solutions were
identified in your letter of July 23, 1976. We understand frem informa-
tion included in this letter that additional ercsion sites will likely
be identified in the future.

Field inspection of the four erosion sites identified for future bank

——— gy -

e ——p

[P

.

stabilization work was completed on September 1, 1976. At the conclusion
of our inspection of the sites, we were unable to ascertain what criteria
were used to identify erosion problems and were puzzled as to how the sites

that were identified were chosen., Mumerous other locations along the
river appeared to have erosion problems at least as severe as those
designated for protecticnm.

In a dynamic river such as the Missouri (large flows, highly ercdible
banks) it becomes difficult to identify and separate the effects of
reservoir-related stream degradation and natural meander-type erosicn.
Influences such as streambed rock deposits, presence of sandbars, and
incoming tributary streams complicate analysis and prediction of the
erosion process. In general, however, the effects of a dam on stream
channel erosion decrease dramatically in the downstream directiom.

It is our opinion that all four of the identified sites are far enough
downstream from Fort Peck Dam to assume that the major cause of erosion
is the natural stream cut and deposition (meander) procass. While we
have no objections to streambank stabilization in the identified areas,
we wonder if the effort may be a futile one, Areas of present active
erosion could stabilize naturally in time; in fact, some evidence of
this phencmenon was noted at two of the sites inspected. As
previously stated, other reaches cf streambank were observed which
seemed to be eroding as actively as the four specific sites inspected.
Also, new areas of ercsion will undoubtedly develop along the tiver in
the future. By protecting these initial few sites, the Corps may be
opening the deor for a deluge of bank protecticn requests from private
landowners along the river.
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Our specific comments for the four sites are as follows:

Site No. 1, Approximate 1960 river mile 1758.--We have no objection to
the site designation or the anticipated plan of protection. It would
b2 interesting to see if the rock windrow revetment would be effective.

Site No. 2, Approximate 1960 river mile 1746,.2.--We have some reserva-
tions about cesignating approximately 3,000 feet of bank line for pro-
tection. The lower 1,500 to 2,000 feet of this site appear to be self-
stabilizing. The bank slcpe near the water has flattened and vegetation
has restarted. Perhaps only the most upstream 1,000 to 1,500 feet of
bank line at this site really needs protection. We are also concerned
about the effects of a sandfilled revetment dike at the site. The
potential creation of stagnant water areas and the need for disturbance
of the stream channel during construction are undesirable features of
this proposal. Regardless of the type of bank protection ultimately
chosen, we would request that it be limited to the area where active
erpsion is occurring.

Site No. 3, River bend near Poplar, Montana.--Two separate segments of
Tiverpank will be protected at this site; one on the east side of the
bend and the other on the west side. The eastern segment is obviously
actively eroding, but the western segment appears to be stabilized.

We do not object to bank stabilization elong either segment, however,
because of the method of protection (windrow revetment) which will

be used.

Site 4, Approximate 1960 river mile 1620.0, near Cultertson Bridge.--We
have no objection to the protectlon proposed for this site.

Unresolved Issues

In our planning aid letter of April 10, 1975, we discussed the subject

cf borrow sites that would be required for the 200,000 cubic yards of
enbankment material needed for construction of the rcregulation dam at
either Range 3 or 4. We have not yet received any information delineating
the borrow sites under consideration for this purpose. The need for

this information was reiterated in our letters of April 15 and April 20,
1976. As a consequence, however, this letter still does not contain

our assessment of habitat disturbances resulting from borrow removal.

Qur April 10, 1975, letter also addressed the subject of the need for
additional power transmission facilities. We understand the Bureau of
Reclamation is the marketing agency for any additional power that may

be generated at Fort Peck Dam. Also we understand that an additional

230 kv transmission line would be required if the proposed hydropower
facilities were built at Fort Peck. The line would go either to Bismarck,
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North Dakota, or to Garrison Dam, North Dakota, although specific routes
have not been designated. Ccrsequently, we reiterate our earlier
comnents concerning what we consider to be a major study omission.

We still do not understand how the feasibility or advisability of the
Fort Peck hydropower alternmatives, or any other alternative, can

be determined with confidence until alternative transmission routes

are selected and studied as part of the overall analysis,

Conclusicns and Recommendaticns

(1) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service remzins opposed to any hydro-

power additicn at Fort Peck without reregulation because of the significant
adverse alterations of fish and wildlife habitats, particularly aquatic
habitats, that would occur.

(2) Of the power proposals advanced, the Range 3 alternative would

be the least damaging to existing fish and wildlife habitats. Our
reanalysis of the Range 4 site showed that alterations of existing
aquatic habitats would only be slightly less than those occurting with
the Range 3 proposal while losses to terrestrial habitats would be
significantly greater. If, however, assumptions for land acquisition
used in this analysis are correct, and if management of these acquired
lands is dedicated to wildlife purposes, mitigation of most terrestrial
wildlife losses for Range 4 could be accomplished on project lands.
Therefore, the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service would not oppose the Range
4 slternative provided the project lands are acquired and managed for
wildlife with operation and raintenance funds provided as a cost to the
project. If the land acquisition and management provisions are not
provided for, the Range 3 alternative would be preferred.

(3) Any reregulation dam constructed should be designed and cperated

to provide a minimum instantaneous downstream flow of at least 3,000 cfs
with changes in stage fluctuation as measured at the dam being as gradual
as possible but not exceeding an instantanecus change of 6 inches with
maximm allcwable changes being 6 inches within any 6 hour period not to
exceed a maximm change of 2 feet every 30 days.

{4) Selectiocn of borrow areas for the 200,000 cubic yards of embankment
should be made to provide for minimum disturbance of surface vegetation,
especially riparian vegetation. We request the opportunity to provide
you with our assessment of the various borrow site alternmatives when
these areas are eventually selected.

(5) Utilizatien of amy tailrace fishery which may develop below the
reregulation structure will be dependent upon provision of public access
and the construction of adequate visitor facilities. Road access,
parking area, health facilities and a hoat launching facility should

Appendix 3

58

g e

, .
e el Lo 1t A Bt I et M B p R e A e s e i < e 4

vy

rpe

D

7 (U B R e SR

L L

e R e Ie T it Lt

+

i, Mt dk el

M. EST :wc-wgi.'-!?r.r-ﬂ‘fmﬂrﬁl“ﬁ:
. Sl . oy

rK e

kst

A L o

-~

-

it iy sy Al

STa
1)
R

3

PRV DY L P )

PR | o 4

R

O



[ SN

17

be provided. These facilities should be designed in cooperation with
the Montana Fish and Game Commission and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service.

.
. I .
[ P SRR T h R AR

(6) We do not object to any of the bank protection measures proposed
for the four sites identified. We request that all work being done be .
confined to areas of active erosion only.

(7) It is recommended that the location of the dam for the Range 3 site ;
be relocated to just upstream of the Nelson Dredge Cut. Consideration
should also be given to creating new slack water areas {(dredge cuts) :
when remeving borrow for amy dam constructed. These areas, if connected ‘
to the river and located below the reregulatory structure would. be of
value to paddlefish populations residing in the river.

(8) We request that recormended Fish and Wildlife Resource measures be
included as a part of any request for authorization to comstruct additional
hydropower facilities at Fort Peck Dam. Acquisition of lands needed for
wildlife mitigation, as previously outlined, should be accomplished at

the same time lands are acquired for other project features. This will
help assure that wildlife resources receive equal consideration with

other project features.
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We trust that all of our recommendations will be included in your feasibility
report. If you have questions or feel that revision or clarification of

our recommendations is required, we would be pleased to meet with you

prier to issuance of your report.

IPI P ]

3.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed power and reregula-
tory project and hope that this update of our earlier studies will be
helpful in preparing your interim report.

Sincerely,

ﬁ,am

Burton W. Rounds
Area Manager

TR TRy TR 2 AT TR TS T W S

Attachments (3)

cc: Regional Office, WS, Denver, CO (BW)
Montana Dept. of Fish and Game, Helena, MI
John Boudreaux, c/o Regional Office, Denver, O {EN)

- 2 t i Bagnil
At ) et

CETE P Do h N ! L.
Wha 7 A L bl Sl i B it e, e dm G M0 i A e i) 30 by o s

b

|

&

r

Lo o _k- ‘
Appendix 3 %é
59 }z-;si

2

:

LI e b
=
v by




_.m- "HIMOJOUGAH
A N

=

~

e o p—

PR 77

oy s - o »

Appendix 3
60

R N
! . ‘. G
e ——— e~ - " -~ - - al,



L

T NT

A
[ ¥
ﬁ.lV
J

3 T, Ja3widviy

7VL7q7S

((HERED
2L/81/2

AHdVY¥90401 00d OMT1VIN9INY

13aroyd 4334 1404
AONLS Y¥3H0JOYAAH

f’:IL
[

| // -_'

\‘;

TR \\1\\‘\\\T\L
1 ..““ “ n ‘\ \\\:N "‘.‘;‘-.‘. h
\

N
)

\
]

\

—

-
I

N
\

Je

\\\i

\
A

] Ll
P e

._.Ulw.ln i . v / .f-.‘ .w.Ann.,
S 1
\' \wax« m\nm,ﬁ\f_ (e

L maitl e
b Tk S : . - g
3 B i SOt o T W PR NPT U FT SRR WL Ao
S . - .

N\

\(bﬂJfL
U

_

Appendix 3
61

llllll

: i
TR T TE L

L L LA

RO DENRL ey e BY TR Jia AR AN Sl sl
ey b v BTy - f . I M
4% ot g e 452 [T ORIy W /Y NP U ORI S SAPUIEUE G [N UIVEUFTI AL T HPRIET S WO JPOp NI 1Ty

B sy .?.1. AL Ko g o% i...,.“_.mmﬂ :J:. : & x...___..w¢ ‘
oegr TN S R

ﬁ
i
w
i
i




	COVER
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 25 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 28 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 30 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 29 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 29 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 17 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF HUSING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT, OMAHA AREA OFFICE 21 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH EDUCTION & WELFARE REGION VIII 23 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM DEPARTEMENT OF HEALTH EDUCATION & WELLFARE REGION VII 31 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT DENVER REGIONAL OFFICE 22 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF MINES 22 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF LAN MANAGEMENT 28 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 18 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE STATE CONSERVATIONIST NEBRASKA 24 FEBRUARY 1977
	LETTER FROM SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE STATE CONSERVATIONIST MONTANA 9 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 6 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM ENGERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 20 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM MISSOURI RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 23 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 21 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM SIOUXLAND INTERSTATE METHROPOLITAN PLANNING COUNCIL 5 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM MONTANA OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM PLANNING 14 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION 14 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM GOVERNOR OF MONTANT 30 JULY 1976
	LETTER FROM GLASGOW AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND AGRICULTURE 22 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM HIGH PLAINS COUNCIL FOR DISTRICT ONE MONTANA 15 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM FORT PECK BUSINESSMEN 22 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM VALLEY COUNTY DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL MONTANA 6 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM NORTH DAKOTA STATE PLANNING DIVISION 11 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM NORTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY 11 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY AND ARCHAELOGY 7 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM NORTH DAKOTA GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT 22 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM NORTH DAKOTA PARK SERVICE 30 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER COMMISSION 1 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM NORTH DAKOTA WILDLIFE FEDERATION 31 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM NORTH DAKOTA SIERRA CLUB 30 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM GARRISON CIVIC CLUB 15 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM LEWIS AND CLARK ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATION OF BISMARCK - MANDAN 1 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM NEBRASKA OFFICE OF PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING 1 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM NEBRASKA DEPARMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL 25 FEBRUARY 1977
	LETTER FROM NEBRASKA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY 24 FEBRUARY 1977
	LETTER FROM LEWIS AND CLARK NATURAL RESOURCES DISTRICT NEBRASKA 18 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM LOWER NIOBRARA NATURAL RESOURCE DISTRICT NEBRASKA 14 JUANUARY 1977
	LETTER FROM LOWER NIOBRARA NATURAL RESOURCES DISTRICT NEBRASKA 30 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM ELKHORN VALLEY NEBRASKA SIERRA CLUB 24 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM ANNUAL MEETING OF NEBRASKA WILDLIFE FEDERATION 4-6 FEBRUARY 1977
	LETTER FROM NEBRASKA CHAPTER OF TEH SIERRA CLUB 26 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM MISSOURI RIVER BANK STABILIZATION ASSOCIATION NEWCASTLE NEBRASKA 23 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM SOUTH DAKOTA STATE PLANNING BUREAU 24 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 28 APRIL 1977
	LETTER FROM SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF GAME FISH AND PARKS 21 JUNE 1977
	LETTER FROM GREGORY COUNTY PUMPED STORAGE SITE WATER CORPORATION 8 FEBRUARY 1977
	RESOLUTION FROM TRIPP COUNTY WATER USER DISTRICT
	RESOLUTION FROM CLAY COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 3 NOVEMBER 1977
	LETTER FROM BASIN ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE 21 MARCH 1977
	LETTER FROM FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 6 JULY 1977
	LETTER FROM ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 18 JULY 1977

	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LETTER FROM FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 4 MARCH 1976
	LETTER FROM FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 23 NOVEMBER 1976
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 19 MAY 1976
	LETTER FROM BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECRATION 7 JANUARY 1977
	LETTER FROM FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 15 APRIL 1976
	LETTER FROM FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 19 JANUARY 1977
	LETTER FROM FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 14 JANUARY 1977


